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THE GREATER ADVENTURE 
WHY A LEAGUE 


In times like these there is danger that, before a slow- 
moving quarterly can be put before its readers, the occasion 
for many of its utterances will have passed. Yet if there ever 
was a topic that justified taking that risk, it is the adventure 
of the League for Peace. Therefore we take the risk, with 
full consciousness of it, but with confidence in our readers’ 
indulgence, and in their realization of such compensations as 


the slow quarterly may be able to give. [Ed.] 


EACTING from the world’s foolish satisfaction of a 

few years ago that another universal war was an 
utter impossibility, too many men and women have, with 
rather too little disquiet, accepted the philosophy which 
says in effect that the recent war had to be, that it came in 
the natural and inevitable course of events, as other wars 
no doubt will come, and that it could not have been pre- 
vented by any human means or foresight —in short, 
that wars having always been, must always continue to 
be, just as men scarcely half a century ago were convincing 
themselves, and resting satisfied in the conviction, that 
human slavery would always be because it always had 
been, and just as some good men and women of today 
still argue that the so-called social evil must always exist 
because forsooth there were stews in ancient Egypt. 
Man is not so powerless to relieve himself from the evils 
of his early savage state. We have power of discernment 
and of choice. We have progressed in many ways, and 
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nothing but cowardice or self-mistrust could prompt us 


to rest satisfied without farther progress. 
The recent war did not “have to be.”” It came from 
wrongs that need not have been, wrongs deliberately 


perpetrated by men who knew that they were wrongs, 


and who ought to have known the inevitable results. 


It came from a structure of society, or rather lack of 
structure, which men knew was evil, and yet tolerated. 
It came from selfish ambition which all men knew existed, 


and yet against which they failed to make the slightest 


provision. It came because we talked too much of our 


twentieth century civilization, forgetting that civiliza- 
tion is not a mere matter of time and dates, but of what 


men do and what they will, and that from like causes come 


like results, whether in the twentieth century or the first. 


There was a time when wars in Europe were, humanly 
speaking, unavoidable — that is to say, when they were 
conflicts of peoples fighting for lands to live in. To the 


German peoples dwelling north of the Rhine and Danube 


fifteen or sixteen centuries ago, it was a matter of life 


and death that they break the ancient Roman frontiers 
and find new homes inside Rome’s dominions, whether 


because Huns and Slavs were pressing them out of their 


own ancient homes, or whether the growth of their popu- 


lations, combined with their ignorance of the arts of life, 
had rendered their forests no longer sufficient. Here 
were wars waged by peoples, — aggressions indeed, and 


yet literally contests for a place in the sun. They were 


not conquests made for the glory of rulers, whose only part 


in battle was to reap the spoils of victory. Fighting was 
the order of the day, to be sure, but it was the clamor of 
the fighters themselves which formed the one recognized 


signal for war. So at least of the Germans, and for several 
centuries after Rome’s fall, the history of Europe, filled 
with turmoil as it was, was nevertheless in a large degree 
the history of the movements and adjustments of peoples, 
whose constant strife was to that extent necessary. 
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Gradually, however, western Europe became settled. 
The northern migrations and invasions ceased, and the 
late invaders, now duly distributed, became quite content 


to abide where they were. Eastern Europe remained for 


a long time exposed to the inroads of Asiatic peoples, 


and doubtless unsettled even in itself; but since the 
Magyar invasion of Hungary, a thousand years ago, 
there have been no great and sudden changes in the dis- 


tribution of European races. There have been of course 


colonizing movements, particularly those of the Germans 


eastward between the eighth and the fourteenth cen- 
turies; but these at worst have been the cause of only 


minor, localized conflicts. The great wars of Europe for 


the last thousand years, where not religious, have been 


due not to any pressure of peoples, not to any striving 
for “fa place in the sun,”? but almost wholly to the am- 
bitions of rulers, now become hereditary, court-plotting 


war-lords, no longer chosen leaders of peoples, but dwell- 


ing apart from peoples, and regarding populations merely 


as cannon-fodder to be spent in their rivalries for “‘ glory,” 
power, and extent of dominions. 
No one, of course, would pretend to deny that rulers 


have often been moved to war by loftier motives than 


mere personal ambition. Some of the most warlike mon- 
archs have been lovers of their countries, and zealous 
according to their lights to promote their people’s wel- 


fare. Nor can anyone doubt that peoples themselves 


have commonly shared the feeling that all wars are 


“glorious” when successful. The interests of those who 
have controlled the destinies of nations have led them to 
exalt these things by every art and artifice. But indeed 


no people saturated to the core with the idea of life as a 
selfish pursuit of mine and thine can be expected to 
frown on any leader who promises to enlarge the na- 
tional boundaries at the cost of a neighbor, and some- 
thing nearly akin to true patriotism will always rally 
peoples around their very tyrants, whenever any war, 
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good or bad, is once embarked upon. Louis the Four- 
teenth did not call in vain on his exhausted people to 
save the country which he himself had first put in jeop- 
ardy. France, again, raised army after army for Na- 
poleon; and the Social Democrats of modern Germany 
long stood by the Kaiser in a war which they certainly 
never would have chosen. Right or wrong, said an Ameri- 
can patriot quoted by every schoolboy in our land amid 
the fervent applause of us all, right or wrong, I am for 
my country. 

Along almost every frontier in Europe there have 
always been territories that may fairly be called debata- 
ble, in which the two races on either hand dwell inter- 
mingled, with part of the population drawn one way 
and part the other by the ties of blood and history. But 
the wars for these of the last thousand years at least have 
been almost wholly the work of monarchs, honest or 
dishonest, criminally ambitious or merely misguided, it 
matters little which. Peoples have been but sheep driven 
to the shambles. 

As for the notion that the interests of peoples, even 
the most material interests, are ever promoted by foreign 
conquests, and thus that monarchs are serving their 
subjects when they wage successful wars of aggression, 
consider how greatly the yeomanry of England were 
served by the “glorious victories” they achieved on the 
soil of France in the Hundred Years War! Consider 
how much the people of Germany were served by the 
century-long wars in Italy waged by their Holy Roman 
Emperors to make a new German Roman Empire! A 
Louis the Fourteenth invades all his neighbors, declares 
very mountains to exist no more when they stand in the 
way of his thirst for empire, raises the French name to 
the highest pitch of “glory” ... and leaves the peasantry 
bleeding and impoverished, with the first thoughts of 
Revolution in their minds. Napoleon follows his example. 
It is almost needless to mention wars waged by monarchs 
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to avenge some slight put upon their concubines, or wars 
fought merely to give some prince a chance to win glory 
in the royal game of battle. All these wars were cer- 
tainly not inevitable in the sense of springing from any 
needs of peoples. After everything is said the great fact 
remains that at the end of centuries of wars, the peoples 
of Europe remained substantially in their places of a 
thousand years before. What changes there have been 
in racial distribution have come, with very few excep- 
tions, through colonization into undeveloped regions or 
through peaceful, gradual assimilation. 

The recent war in Europe was undoubtedly due in 
part to considerations extending beyond that continent 
to foreign commercial and colonial considerations, real 
or supposed economic needs of peoples, and to indis- 
putable economic rivalries. The trading and capitalist 
classes of Germany were certainly at one with their mili- 
tary governors in the latter’s ambition to;dominate the 
world, and it is conceivable that the whole German people 
had become imbued with imperialistic doctrines. But 
what did the feelings of the people matter with the mili- 
tary autocracy? They may have wished war, they may 
have wished peace; but in either case it was not for them 
to decide. Economic pressure may or may not have 
brought the people to the point of seeking new fields of 
operation; the masses may or may not have wanted Ger- 
man control to reach from Bremen to Bagdad; but they 
were not consulted in the matter. The decision lay with 
an irresponsible autocracy which may or may not have 
given a thought to the people’s needs or wishes. The 
people were simply a million-weighted weapon to be 
used for the purposes of the autocracy. 

History for centuries was written as if it were merely 
a series of exploits performed as so many whims of princes. 
Then popular thought...always pendulum-like... 
swung slowly but surely to the opposite view, and history 
came to be regarded as a record of fatalistic forces before 
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whose progress no individual was anything. It is a false 
and degrading doctrine, though useful to kaisers. 

Every individual great or small is a part of the forces 
at work in the world during every moment of his exist- 
ence; and if his powers of leadership are great, or if his 
position is favorable, his opinions may become decisive 
for untold millions. So let us have done with the notion 
that the rulers of the world are but instruments of forces 
beyond their control, and that the evils they do are not 
their own. This is never the tone they assume in case of 
victory. 

Yet it would indeed be far from the truth to suppose 
that even the most despotic war-lords are ever quite 
free from the atmosphere about them. Prejudices and 
traditions bind and limit us all. The aggressions of a 
Louis Fourteenth or a Napoleon cannot be read with- 
out reference to their periods, and the Prussian policy 
of expansion by force was certainly not original with 
the recent kaiser. And yet it would be sheerest nonsense 
to say that Louis the Fourteenth had no choice but to 
wage war on all his neighbors, and that Louis the Ninth 
would have done the same thing had he been king of 
France at the same time. Had Napoleon never been 
born, would someone else have kept Europe aflame for 
a quarter of a century in just the same way? When one 
speaks of Prussia’s warlike expansion as a policy forced 
upon Prussian rulers from Frederick the Great to William 
the Second by any necessities or wishes of their peoples, 
let him reflect just what it is that has been expanded. It 
is not Prussia’s people nor their freedom nor their happi- 
ness, but the rule and dominions of Prussia’s kings. 

If ambition needs “reasons,” if wars need “causes,” 
such exist at every moment. ‘To increase my Dominion 
by the Acquisition of my Neighbour’s Countries,”’ wrote 
William Penn, “there will never want some Accident 
or other for a Pretence.” A secret memorandum of the 
German Government on March 19, 1913, said: “We 
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must allow the idea to sink into the minds of our people 
that our armaments are an answer to the armaments and 
policy of the French. We must accustom them to think 
that an offensive war on our part is a necessity.... 
We must so manage matters that under the heavy weight 
of powerful armaments, considerable sacrifices, and 
strained political relations, the precipitation of war 
should be considered as a relief, because after it would 
come decades of peace and prosperity.” In the next 
year when a Servian boy killed an Austrian archduke, 
the ultimatum of Austria which precipitated the war 
was a transparent sham: for the Central Powers had 
long since determined to extend their sway through the 
Balkan peninsula into southwestern Asia, and the murder 
of the Archduke was merely the excuse for beginning. 

Wars are not necessities. Sluggards speak of a “‘next 
war.” No royal madness, then, no lust, no criminal 
ambition anywhere but it is our helpless obligation to 
sit (or perchance to stand, armed) and confidently wait - 
for it to run amuck! 

There is no escape from the situation that confronts 
us. Our choice is: an end to these wars of destruction, 
or the certain decline of the human race. War has been 
perfected. “‘As to methods and moralities, we must put 
them aside. Our aim is simply the success of the Father- 
land.” “International law! what is international law? 
It is nothing but the reckoning of other peoples on our 
stupidity.” 


The idea of leagues of states to prevent aggressions 
and secure their independence goes back for twenty-five 
centuries at least, and probably much further in eastern 
history. Wherever a powerful despotism has existed, 
neighboring states have had no other hope for continued 
independence but in such leagues. One of the freest and 
most interesting states of modern Europe, the Swiss 
Federal Republic, owes both its origin and its subsequent 
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growth to the absolute necessity of its several present 
parts (which were formerly distinct and which are still 
divided as to the race and language and religion of their 
inhabitants) uniting for defence against neighboring 
despotisms. Other European states and our own Ameri- 
can Union were welded into one by the same considera- 
tions, while of course there have been many temporary 
alliances of European states to resist great aggressors. 
There have also been numerous alliances to enforce 
some general agreements of European peace: as, for 
instance, the so-called League of the Rhine formed by 
France and Sweden and several German states to compel 
the Holy Roman Empire to keep the terms of the Peace 
of Westphalia (1648); the League of Augsburg, 1686, 
adhered to by the Emperor, Sweden, and Spain, as well 
as by Saxony, Bavaria, and others to prevent the in- 
fringement of existing treaties then threatened by Louis 
the Fourteenth; the Quadruple Alliance of 1719 formed 
by France, the Emperor, England, and Holland to main- 
tain the terms of the Peace of Utrecht; and the Holy 
Alliance of the despots of Europe to secure peace, their 
peace, against revolution after the infamous Treaty of 
Vienna (1815). 

But these leagues were directed, not against all aggres- 
sors and not to secure universal safety, but, for the most 
part, plainly and simply to secure some selfish bargain 
or to guard against some specific danger. The League of 
the Rhine was formed by France and Sweden to compel 
the Hapsburgs to keep the peace; no restraint was put 
upon French aggressions, which had already begun, and 
which soon ran wild and threatened to upset the equilib- 
rium of Europe all through the long reign of Louis XIV. 
The League of Augsburg was utterly inadequate to re- 
sist his power and yet it was so plainly directed against 
him that he was given a veritable provocation to strike 
at his enemies as quickly as possible. The Quadruple 
Alliance to maintain the Peace of Utrecht included the 
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late belligerents on both sides, but the treaty which it 
was meant to guarantee was merely a series of forcible 
bargains undoubtedly meant by one side to be but tempo- 
rary. No thought was given to peace in general, and 
monarchs were left as free as ever to pursue their ambi- 
tions in weak Polands or Silesias. As for the so-called 
Holy Alliance, its object was indeed universal peace, but 
the peace of a universal sheepfold. The despots of Aus- 
tria, Russia, and Prussia allied themselves to suppress 
throughout Europe all popular, national, or liberal as- 
pirations. The Treaty of Vienna which they undertook 
to enforce was one made hideous by wrongs and injustices 
from which it is possible to trace every subsequent war 
on the European continent in the 19th century. 
“Practical”? men citing such cases as these, tell us that 
leagues of nations for peace have been proved by ex- 
perience to be utterly futile. Js this the lesson of ex- 
perience? Is not the very contrary the fact? — that 
not only are leagues for the common safety not impossible 
in a practical world, but that the several states of Europe 
have had again and again successively tounite tosave them- 
selves from destruction. The Protestant states and free 
cities of Germany united to preserve their liberties against 
the imperial pretensions of the Hapsburgs in the century 
preceding the Treaty of Westphalia. The common ef- 
forts of these states united with those of Sweden and 
France, were able to save central Europe at least from 
sinking beneath an Austrian despotism. In the following 
century the Triple and Grand Alliances formed by the 
neighbors of Louis XIV were able to hold his inordinate 
ambition in check. A Great Coalition of the nations of 
Europe prevented Napoleon from overmastering them 
all. And now when virtually all the free nations of the 
world aim to unite to protect liberty and democracy 
everywhere, is it impossible that they should accomplish 
generally what has been so often accomplished specifically? 
In matters which depend on human choice, there are 
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no impossibilities. To declare that there are is to put 
humanity on the level of Carlyle’s goose sitting im- 
prisoned in a circle of chalk as if girt with an iron ring 
of fate. The question is what men will choose, and their 
choice has lately had such enlightenment and stimulation 
as never before. Men fail most commonly through lack 
of endeavor. “As far as I have taken cognizance of the 
causes of the many failures to which the efforts of in- 
telligent men are liable,” says Ruskin, “they seem to me 
more largely to spring from this single error than from 
all others, that the inquiry into the doubtful and in some 
sort inexplicable relations of capability, chance, resistance, 
and inconvenience invariably precedes, even if it do not 
altogether supersede, the determination of what is abso- 
lutely desirable and just.” 

A league of nations for the freedom of the world is 
something, as William Penn wrote long ago, which is 
fit to be done, which may be done, and finally which is 
necessary to be done. 

What men have always dreamed of and worked at, 
and in spite of each failure, worked at again, seems pre- 
destined to ultimate accomplishment. Each failure 
furnishes new experience for a new effort. What we are 
working at now will do at least that much, and as it has 
in its favor tremendous conditions which no previous 
effort had — power never before assembled and now 
greater than all other powers in the world; and enlighten- 
ment, disinterestedness, and freedom never before dreamed 
of, there is no extravagance in hoping that it may ac- 
complish more. 

Harotp S. Paut. 
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AFTER NAPOLEON AND AFTER 
WILHELM II 


N the 26th of September, 1815, between the entry 

of the victorious allied armies into Paris after the 
fall of Napoleon, and the signature of the treaties which 
brought to an end the wars he had waged with Europe, 
the Czar Alexander I of Russia, filled with a spirit of 
brotherly love which was the puzzle and the jest of every 
experienced diplomat who was familiar with the history 
of the preceding fifty years, offered for their consideration 
and signature one of the most amazing documents in 
the history of international relationships. 


“Tn the name of the Most Holy and Indivisible Trinity,” it 
began, “Their Majesties the Emperor of Austria, the King of 
Prussia, and the Emperor of Russia having, in consequence of 
the great events which have marked the course of the three 
last years in Europe, and especially of the blessings which it 
has pleased Divine Providence to shower down upon those 
states which place their confidence and their hope on it alone, 
acquired the intimate conviction of the necessity of settling 
the steps to be observed by the powers in their reciprocal rela- 
tions upon the sublime truths which the holy religion of our 
Saviour teaches.” It is their purpose, therefore, “to administer 
their respective states and their relations with other govern- 
ments on the principles of Justice, Christian Charity, and 
Peace...to remain united in the bonds of an indissoluble 
fraternity, regarding themselves toward their subjects and 
armies as fathers of families, to lead them to protect Religion, 
Peace and Justice.... The sole principle of force whether 
between the said governments or between them and their 
subjects shall be that of reciprocal service, and of testifying by 
unalterable good-will the mutual affection with which they 
ought to be animated, to consider themselves as members of 
one and the same Christian nation; the three allied Princes 
looking upon themselves as delegated by Providence to govern 
the three branches of the one faith.” And, finally, “All those 
Powers who shall choose solemnly to avow the sacred princi- 
ples which dictated this act, and shall acknowledge how im- 
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portant it is for the happiness of nations, too long agitated, 


that these truths should henceforth exercise over the destinies 
of mankind all the influence which belongs to them, will be 
received with equal ardor and affection into this Holy Alliance.” 


Such was the substance of the three points of the re- 


markable document which the Russian Czar brought 
from the confines of eastern Europe to revolutionize in- 
ternational relationships. It is not surprising that to men 


hardened in the fires of the Napoleonic period, this Holy 


Alliance should have seemed an impracticable dream of the 


millennium. According to their several conditions and 
temperaments, they gave or withheld thei: assent to it. 


The king of Prussia, a pious man who owed all that he 


possessed to Alexander, signed it at once. The Emperor 


of Austria, declaring that if it concerned religion he must 
refer it to his confessor, if politics to his minister, signed 
it on Metternich’s assurance that it was ‘‘a sonorous 


nothing.” The king of France, who owed his throne to 


the allies, added his name; together with the rulers of 
Spain and Naples and Sardinia. The English ambassa- 
dor, Castlereagh, declaring privately that he believed 


the Czar unbalanced mentally, transmitted it to his gov- 
ernment, which, in default of being able to submit such 


a proposal to Parliament, yet unwilling to offend a power- 
ful ally, despatched a letter signed by the Prince Regent, 
expressing his personal approval of the great principles 


of the immortal document. And thus it took its place 


in history. But, owing to the unfortunate circumstance 
that its chief high contracting parties, the rulers of Russia, 
Austria and Prussia, presently became the champions of 


reaction and of the suppression of liberal movements 
throughout the continent, the name of the Holy Alliance 


became identified with autocratic interference with liber- 
alism, and as such was presently condemned in the no 
less immortal phrases of the Monroe Doctrine. 


Having determined, in so far as possible, this question 
of administering international affairs upon the principle 
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of the Golden Rule, the diplomats turned to the mundane 


problem of settling the affairs of Europe on the more 
substantial basis of treaties and alliances. In that pursuit 
the Czar and his ministers joined. The boundaries of 
the continental states were fixed, and their rulers restored. 
France was confined within its ancient limits; subjected 
to the payment of an indemnity and the support of an 
allied army of occupation. Napoleon was banished to 
St. Helena; and the great powers took upon themselves 


the security and adjustment of European affairs. Within 
five years they had begun to attempt the regulation of 
the internal concerns of the lesser states; they had divided 
into two groups; the liberal powers, France and England, 
aligned themselves against the autocratic governments, 


proclaimed the principle of non-intervention, supported by 
the United States with its Monroe Doctrine; and Europe 
returned, if not to its old forms and practices, at least to 


something like the system of alliances and sympathies 


which grouped nations according to their general spirit 
and tendencies. 


Such is the parable of the Holy Alliance. How does it 


apply to the world to-day? 


In the month of January, 1919, between the entry of 
the victorious allied armies into German territory after 
the fall of William II, and the meeting of the peace con- 


ference which was to bring to an end the wars he had 
waged with Europe, President Woodrow Wilson of the 


United States, filled with a spirit of international brother- 
hood which was the wonder of every experienced diplomat 
who was familiar with the history of the preceding fifty 


years, offered for their consideration and approval a 


series of proposals which presented to those perplexed 
diplomats a problem little if any less disturbing than the 
declaration offered to their predecessors a hundred years 


before by the Russian Czar. It is scarcely necessary here 
to enumerate all of the famous fourteen points of that 
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extraordinary document which the American president 
bore with him from the confines of the now greatly widened 
European world, and submitted to the rulers of Europe 
during his spectacular progress from Paris to London, 
to Rome and back again to Paris. It is enough to say 
that it contained demands for open covenants of peace, 
absolute freedom of the seas to all nations whether in 
peace or war, and the removal of all economic barriers 
and the establishment of equality of trade conditions 
among all nations associating themselves for the mainte- 
nance of peace, with guarantees of reduction of national 
armaments and the adjustment of colonial claims based 
on the principle that the peoples concerned have equal 
weight with the interest of government. 

It is not surprising that a proposal for England to give 
up her fleet, for France to disarm in the face of Germany, 
for the United States to abandon her tariff policy, for all 
nations with dependencies to take a universal plebiscite 
of backward populations with regard to their preference 
of government, should find from men who had experienced 
at first hand the dangers and the horrors of the recent war 
a reception something less cordial even than that found 
by a proposal to accept the doctrines of Christianity as 
the basis of international relationships. When the grave 
gives up its memoirs, the future will know just what 
effect this startling proposition had upon the weary states- 
men of Europe, nor is it probable that it will differ save 
in degree from that produced by the Holy Alliance. 

Its other proposals were more practicable. The evacua- 
tion of Russia and Belgium, Roumania, Servia, Monte- 
negro, Alsace-Lorraine and Poland, and the establishment 
of European boundaries on lines of nationality, these 
were the commonplaces of the allied terms, together with 
the guarantees of existence and independent sovereignty 
to the newly created states. Finally the demand for 
a general association of nations under specific covenants 
for mutual guarantees of political independence and 
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territorial integrity to large and small states alike, voiced 
a longing common among men at all stages of history 
for some device to ensure more permanent peace. And 
it was this last clause which, with the principle of the 
consent of the governed, has become the leading issue of 
the world to-day. 

Between the declaration of the Russian Czar and that 
of the American President there was, on the surface, one 
striking difference. The one was couched in the phrase- 
ology, more consonant perhaps to its time than to our 
own, of deep religious sentiment; the other spoke at least 
the language of affairs. ‘There was one farther difference: 
the Czar’s pronunciamento came as a surprise to his 
associates no less than to the world at large; the President’s 
fourteen points had long been public property, and, in 
one form or another, had been the subject of vigorous 
and not always friendly comment. And there was one 
difference greater still: the Holy Alliance remained a mere 
declaration of principles; but within a month, under the 
searching criticism of allied statesmen and diplomats and 
largely by the labors of other and more experienced hands, 
the President’s new articles of faith were given form and 
substance. Stripped of their most palpable inconsis- 
tencies, modified to suit the ideas or the circumstances 
of the powers most involved, altered in some respects 
out of resemblance to their original form, there emerged 
from the discussions which they precipitated, the draft 
of a constitution of a League of Nations which now lies 


before the world. 
Meanwhile the allied conference, like its predecessor, 


addressed itself to the more immediate and practical, 
and, to many minds, more important if less idealistic 
problem of boundaries and agreements; and the allied 
command, in concert with the diplomats, enforced upon a 
conquered Germany conditions of an armistice so-called, 
designed to prevent another disturbance of world peace, 
by her within a reasonable period, and in so far as pos- 
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sible to secure the world against her ambitions to domi- 
nate its destinies. In this they followed not only the 
precedents set by their predecessors a hundred years 
before, but the dictates of prudence, which applied no 
less to Germany than to Napoleon. As then, whatever 
steps seemed necessary to safeguard the rights of little 
states and neutral nations, the inexorable facts decreed 
that the great powers, as a hundred years ago, must 
determine the future of the world so far as that could be 
accomplished by treaties and agreements. As then, this 
conference excluded the representatives of the conquered 
powers from the preliminary discussions of the terms of 
peace — nor could this be otherwise. As then, it has 
had to determine the puzzle of European boundaries, 
not, indeed, upon the principle of dynastic claims, but 
on the more difficult basis of nationality. As then, it 
must somehow transmute these claims and these ideals 
into concrete form. And already, as a hundred years 
ago, it is compelled to provide some method to ensure 
the peace of the world so far as man can see, upon these 
new bases of international relationships created by the 


war. 


But here the difference is made manifest between the 
old and new, for diplomats to-day face problems greater 
and less concrete than those which troubled the men who 
framed the agreements of Vienna and Paris. There re- 
main two elements with which their predecessors did 
not have to do. The one is the problem of what has 
come to be known as self-determination of peoples, the 
other is that of social unrest. Neither played a part in 
the Congress of Vienna: for neither nationality nor “La- 
bor” was then a dominant force in human affairs. In 
those simpler days Prussia exchanged some millions of 
Slavic souls for some millions of German souls, with small 
consideration of either millions’ wishes or sentiments. 
In those days there was small thought of adjusting bound- 










After Napoleonandafter WilhelmII 239 


aries upon the basis of mining engineers’ reports, still 
less upon the ambitions and desires of the masses of 
laborers. Now these problems stand in the forefront of 
every discussion of the terms of peace; and there is no 
small danger that in pursuing them, in the vast clamor 
which their advocates have raised, many men may be 
led to forget that social and economic questions are not 
the whole of life— for there remains the fundamental 
question of power. 

It is upon this issue that there has come the first divi- 
sion of opinion on the terms of peace and of a league of 
nations. To those who have suffered most from the 
wanton, and still more from the calculated, destruction 
of the war, nothing seems of so great importance as the 
simple elemental fact that Germany must be curbed as 
was Napoleon. To France who has seen her fields dev- 
astated and her industry crippled, to England who has 
seen her shipping decimated, it is idle to talk of a parlia- 
ment of nations and a federation of the world, until there 
is some reasonable assurance in fact that this destruction 
may not happen again as soon as opportunity is given 
for recuperation to a foe who has defied all principles 
and precedents of humanity, in pursuit of power. They 
confront a condition, not a theory, and until that condi- 
tion is met they cannot be blamed for insistence upon its 
recognition as the first step toward the larger goal. They 
have endured so much that it is not difficult to under- 
stand their demand for a defensible frontier for France, 
for the destruction of the fortifications of Heligoland 
and of the Kiel Canal, and of the general opposition to a 
plan which makes a League of Nations not a super-state, 
but a benevolent expression of principles. ‘They and 
their supporters are not willing to endorse a proposal 
which seems to revive the Holy Roman Empire in its 
weakest days, or the condition of the United States under 
the Articles of Confederation. For in the light of ex- 
perience, who can doubt that were the mandates of such 
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a league left to voluntary enforcement of its members, 
there is obvious danger of any state finding sufficient ex- 
cuse for shirking its responsibilities? 

On the other hand the opponents of a super-state align 
themselves. Are sovereign states to abandon their sover- 
eignty, they ask; are we to sacrifice our interests and our 
sons to bring relief to Russia or Armenia, to Mesopotamia 
or to central Africa? What business is it of ours; what 
profit is there in helping police the world; what dangers 
are there not in an arrangement which places our national 
concerns at the mercy of “ foreigners”? Let us all, in the 
immortal words of Washington, avoid entangling alli- 
ances; let us not commit ourselves and our posterity to a 
plan whose future none can see. 

Thus stands the argument; and we may be sure that it 
will be contested bitterly upon these lines. For this project 
offers a field for opposition parties in every land to over- 
turn their rivals too fair to be neglected; and we must 
expect a world-wide controversy on an issue which so con- 
cerns us all. In this country we shall have the same argu- 
ments advanced as did duty to those who fought so hard to 
prevent the adoption of the Constitution of the United 
States; for those appeals followed the same lines as those 
which from time immemorial have been heard against 
any sacrifice of local autonomy. 


Is then the great peace conference to dissolve, like 
that of a hundred years ago, expressing its approbation 
of the immortal principles of a league in which no one 
believes, and which no one is prepared to make effective? 
Are we to depend, as then, upon the old, “discredited” 
systems of alliances and understandings, whether open 
or secret? Is there to be another Quadruple Alliance to 
enforce its opinions, and a doctrine of non-intervention 
to oppose its mandates? Are we to have again the mis- 
called Holy Alliance, and a balance of power, with some 
new doctrine of self-determination? 
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To this there is at present no clear and conclusive 
answer, nor can there be one now; yet something may 
be said. However visionary and absurd the phraseology 
of the Czar’s document seemed to statesmen of his time, 
however inadequate it proved as a means of ensuring 
that justice and peace of which he dreamed, it was not 
utterly impossible and vain. Its spirit lived to influence 
succeeding generations — outside of Germany. It was 
the ancestor of arbitration and peace congresses, and 
their not inconsiderable achievements; it was the progeni- 
tor of this very League of Nations which we are now con- 
sidering. It was, indeed, ineffective for the purpose 
which it professed to serve. Europe was controlled by 
the dynastic interests, bent on their selfish ends; and the 
Holy Alliance found no echo in the hearts of the rulers 
and statesmen of the old régime. The congresses which 
followed in its train — Aix-la-Chapelle, Troppau, Laibach, 
Verona — were but meetings of Europe’s masters, the au- 
tocrats, to determine the suppression of liberal tendencies. 

This much at least has changed. The autocrats have 
gone, and there remain the people to be dealt with in 
the new diplomacy. This, in the light of recent events, 
is in itself a guarantee that we shall have no Holy Alliance 
in its baser sense, no confusion of order with oppression, 
no attempt to suppress freedom of thought in matters 
political in the interests of a handful of rulers. The 
democracies will not, like the autocracies of a hundred 
years ago, endeavor to crush out all liberal tendencies. 
They have come to believe in publicity as a cure for many 
evils of the body politic, and they will have public dis- 
cussions and public covenants. And once all affairs of 
state are known to all and determined by all, once every 
state and every class is free to preach and practice its inner 
faith, things will be better: for we have come to believe 
in reason not tradition as the basis of authority, and in 
the ultimate rightness of the mass conscience, and on 
these we rest. 
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Then come the Bolsheviks! It is impossible to dis- 
guise the fact that even in the democracies there is a 
great unrest. Such a phenomenon, with plague and famine 
and their horrid train, has been at all times an accompani- 
ment of war. From such discontent in no small measure 
war and revolution rise. Now the discontent is more, 
for in a century the European world has been industrial- 
ized. There has developed what we have come to call, 
in continental phrase, a proletariat — masses of workers, 
conscious of their strength of numbers and of their posi- 
tion in a society dependent on machinery, desirous 
of power, infused with doctrines of liberty and equal- 
ity which have been transferred from the political to 
the economic field, ignorant or contemptuous of the 
qualities and capacity of that class whose energy and 
ability created the new sources of wealth. That situa- 
tion has been exploited by our enemies. From Germany 
has come not only war but propaganda to undermine the 
foundations of one state and send it down to ruin, and to 
threaten every organized society. Beside the peace 
conference in Paris stands the so-called labor conference 
in Berne, and however we may suspect the sinister forces 
behind that phenomenon, we must recognize its power 
in the world to-day. 

As the first problem of a league of nations we confront 
Russia. Like the diplomats of a hundred years ago, we 
face the question of intervention or non-intervention, 
not merely to save Russia but to save ourselves. And it 
is little wonder that diplomacy hesitates: for the answer 
is far from clear. The experience of centuries is that 
suppression pure and undefiled is the parent of revolu- 
tion; but it teaches no less that liberty without order is 
a vain thing. Somewhere between the two we must 
steer our course; and that is being done. Yet compro- 
mise is not a policy. We have the choice of organizing 
the world on the basis of agreement by responsible govern- 
ments, of the people and for the people as a whole, or by 
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an irresponsible class sentiment, careless of all rights 
and interests but its own. And this relates itself to the 
deliberations of the peace conference in more ways than 
one. For if that conference dissolves without some defi- 
nite attempt to provide for the continuance of peace, if it 
perpetuates the system of competition in armaments, it 
will provide new arguments to the agitators of class 
conflict who contend, however unreasonably, that wars 
are made by and for capital. For that reason, were no 
other — and there are many more, and reasons far more 
sound — social order rather than social disorder must 
have its international organization, based on reason and 
right, not on rhetoric and wrongs. 

That in an age of democracies such an organization 
will not partake of the character of the older and falsely 
called Holy Alliance of the autocratic powers goes with- 
out saying. It is in far more danger from the demagogues, 
but, like any other manifestation of self-government, 
with them it must take its chance. Its fulfillment lies 
somewhere midway between a super-state and an expres- 
sion of benevolence, but it is not wholly inconceivable that 
as there was found a path in our own history among the 
pitfalls and quicksands before the firm ground of our own 
constitution was attained, so some way may be found, here 
or hereafter, to subordinate the lesser good of nationality 
to the greater good of internationality. We need not blink 
the fact, as the too-sanguine advocates of the new system 
were at first inclined to do, that there may still be wars; 
but we can make war-making far more difficult. We 
cannot remove all causes: of international rivalry, much 
less of international misunderstanding; but we can do 
much to delay or even prevent an appeal to arms before 
the recourses of reason and compromise have been ex- 
hausted. We cannot, nor, in the opinion of perhaps the 
majority of mankind, should we attempt to destroy na- 
tionality; but we can do something to smooth the rough 
edges of rival nations where their attrition threatens to 
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produce sparks. We may not like the way the thing has 
been done, nor the men who do it, nor the precise terms 
in which they have embodied the idea; but it would be 
childish to allow these sentiments to stand in the way of 
any scheme which holds out any hope of even limiting 
armaments and wars. 

And how far have we gone? That no man knows to- 
day — the peace commissioners least of all perhaps. In 
their hands are being sifted the claims of rival nationali- 
ties, while the new nations, Poles, Czecho-Slovaks, Jugo- 
Slavs, Armenians, Hedjaz and Palestine, with Balkan 
states and all the greater continental powers press for- 
ward to put an accomplished fact among the arguments 


they address to the great conference. From this we shall 
evolve a new map and a new polity. In every land the 


argument begins upon the constitution of the new world 


league; and it is idle to ignore the truth that the balance 
is trembling between the old and new. Already the vision 
of a solution based on purely idealistic principles has 


faded somewhat before the stubborn facts; already steps 


have been taken to reconcile those facts and those ideals; 


and that process will continue. It is inevitable that a 
period of disillusionment should come; it is inevitable 
that men through principle or interest should oppose 


the plan. But it is not inevitable that this should be 
the end — that the World League, like the Holy Alliance, 


should conclude as it began, in idealistic phraseology. 
Whatever happens to the present plan, the idea of a 
League of Nations must not fail. Like the Holy Alliance 


it will unquestionably in its present form be subject to 
attack of the most virulent character, mocked at, and 


distorted out of all resemblance to its real nature. It 
will, like the preliminary fourteeen points — like our own 
constitution — be greatly modified. But it must be 


mended, not ended. And above all we have the right 


to demand, now that we have come so far, that such 
criticism as it evokes shall not be the product of mere 
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partisanship, that it shall be constructive, not merely 
destructive. There is not one of us who has not some 


objection to the plan proposed; but we should come not 
to destroy but to help create. For even if, in the long 
resolution of events, it proves that this was not the way 


to meet the problem of a world society, if we are com- 


pelled to fall back again upon special agreements and 
alliances, at least they must partake of the spirit which 
has inspired this attempt. Like the Holy Alliance, this 
must be a stage in the long journey which leads to better 
things: for upon such steps as these “the world’s best 


hopes depend.” 


Wizsur C. Assorr. 





SOME LATIN AMERICAN EXPERIENCE 


HE endeavor to make the ideal of a league of nations 
a matter of practical statesmanship is not without 
precedent. The sufferings of the wars against Napoleon 
engendered a purpose, similar to ours, to maintain peace. 
But the Holy Alliance differed in one fundamental respect 
from the conception of the present. Alexander I and 
Metternich thought to end war by upholding the “legiti- 
macy” of monarchs and by suppressing revolutionary 
democracy and constitutionalism. ‘Today we reverse 
the program, and free government becomes the guaranty 
of the order of the world, which autocracy has just 
upset. 

Yet it must not be supposed that the world of a hundred 
years ago was utterly without the ideal of a league of 
free nations. The Holy Alliance did not dominate all 
the statesmen of its age. The presidential message of 
1823, which gave the Monroe Doctrine life, bade the 
monarchs respect the republican system of America; and 
Canning put the English fleet between the Holy Allies 
and the revolted Spanish colonies of the New World. 
But Monroe took no steps really to organize the American 
system, and Canning, although he worried Metternich by 
countenancing liberalism in Spain, Portugal, and Greece, 
shunned alliances. He had no ambition to systematize 
the British policy and provoke a war with the continental 
powers. 

To conjure up a league against autocracy lay with the 
Spanish-Americans, whose war was not yet ended, and 
who feared that the intervention of France and her allies 
would bolster up Spain’s declining power in her colonies. 
The Holy Alliance thus found its counterpart in the 
New World. Union for defence among peoples who were 
of similar origin, language, and institutions, and who 
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were struggling against a common mother-country was 
natural. But in so far as it was merely a military and 
naval league against Spain, it was not a league of free 
nations nor a league of peace, in the present meaning of 
those phrases. 

In two respects, however, the Spanish-American con- 
ception of a century ago was similar to that of today. On 
the one hand, the imaginative Latin mind had a vision of 
a wide-spread alliance of all the liberal-minded peoples 
of the world against the powers under Metternich’s 
guidance. They did not hope to destroy absolutism, 
but they hoped to hold it in check. On the other hand, 
the aim was to erect an international American assembly 
at Panama which should maintain peace and harmony 
between the American states of the federation. 

Some of the supporters held the common fallacy that 
liberal states must necessarily be republics. Thus they 
saw “the mass of Republican States concentrated by 
the exclusive interest of maintaining their liberty in 
opposition to another mass of monarchical States allied 
with the sole aim of enslaving peoples.” It was hoped 
that the United States would be a member of the fed- 
eration, so that America would stand against Europe. 
This exclusive republicanism the statesmen of the Holy 
Alliance, and indeed Canning himself, feared. The French 
Bourbons might well dread ‘‘a whole world republican — 
and what a world that, which would extend from pole to 
pole!” It would endanger, said Gentz, Metternich’s 
associate, “‘the moral and political preservation of the 
Old World upon its present basis.”” The English foreign 
minister was of the opinion that “it was obviously the 
policy of the United States to connect itself with all the 
powers of America in a general Transatlantic League, 
of which it would have the sole direction.” Nor was 
Canning’s expectation far removed from what some 
recent versions of the Monroe Doctrine would seem to 
signify; but he misread the purpose of our government 
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of the twenties. It was not ready to embark on any 
such grandiose and dangerous scheme. 

Republics, however, were not the only states from 
whom sympathy and assistance might be expected. To 
Simon Bolivar, Liberator of Venezuela, Colombia, and 
Peru, England was Spanish America’s natural protector, 
and he read into Canning’s policy designs as far-reaching 
as Canning read into the policy of Adams and Clay. 
“England desires to form,” he thought, “a league with 
all the free peoples of America and of Europe, against the 
Holy Alliance, so as to put herself at the head of these 
peoples and command the world.” Bolivar foresaw a 
universal struggle against the European continental 
powers, on the part of “England with her colonies and 
influence in the three parts of the world,” all of America, 
“the constitutional spirit of the peoples of Portugal, 
Spain, Italy, Greece, Holland, Sweden, and the Turkish 
Empire.” (!) “In the advance of the centuries,” another 
of his prophecies ran, “there would be, perhaps, one 
single nation covering the world,—the federal nation.” 

The bold design was not merely dreamed of; it was 
actually discussed by representatives of various South 
American states, and was broached to Canning himself. 
But it was unacceptable not to the cautious Canning 
alone. The Spanish-Americans themselves were afraid 
of it. They no more wanted such an overlord than did 
England wish to challenge the world by annexing a new 
continent to her empire. There would have been no 
balance in such a league. It would have been truly a 
protectorate rather than an alliance, and England, as 
Bolivar said, would have “‘in her hands the beam of the 
scales.” Other strong liberal nations had to develop, and 
the antagonism between England and the United States 
had to wane, before a federation of nations became 
possible. 

It is interesting to note also that, just as among us 
today, the cry was then raised that America would be 
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entangled in the warlike game of the great Powers. The 
opinion was not without justification at a time when 
no widespread democratic idealism of peace could be 
said to exist. The times were not ripe for the success 
of the international conception, in a world where the 
Holy Allies dominated most of the European continent, 
revolutionary dictators and armed factions controlled 
Spanish America, and Great Britain and the United 
States stood aloof, each in “splendid isolation.” 


The proposal for a world league remained only a pro- 
posal. The congress of the Spanish-American republics, 
however, was actually held at Panama, and a “Treaty 
of Union, League, and Confederation Perpetual” signed 
on July 15, 1826, by the representatives of Colombia, 
Peru, Mexico, and Central America. Its purpose was 
to establish principles which would preserve peace be- 
tween the American nations as well (as to provide for 
common defence); and these principles and their applica- 
tion are closely parallel to several of the most vital prob- 
lems facing our present-day project for a league of na- 
tions. To the political thinkers of Latin America, as to 
us, this league connoted more than a mere alliance of 
free peoples against autocracy. That would fall apart 
when the pressure of foreign danger should be lessened 
or removed. Indeed, the interest of South America in 
the assembly at Panama was weakened even before the 
assembly met, because Spanish attack became a remote 
possibility; and even this possibility existed only for 
Mexico, Central America, and Colombia, which faced 
the Spanish West Indies. Had the Panama provisions 
for mutual assistance been effective,—and they were 
decidedly ineffective, — still the motive of defence could 
not have held the entire alliance together. 

Therefore, to assure peace and good will between the 
members of the league, a variety of measures was pro- 
posed: — powers of treaty interpretation and of con- 
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ciliation and arbitration on the part of the Great As- 
sembly, the league’s diplomatic council; the interchange 
of citizen rights and of commercial privileges; boundary 
settlements and guaranties; the regulation of contro- 
verted principles of international law; federal supervision 
of the character of the members’ governments. These 
are issues as alive today as in 1826. 

The symbol of the unity of Spanish America was to 
be a general assembly. Its composition was purely 
diplomatic, — two representatives from each state; but 
its duties were not confined to the diplomatic sphere. 
They extended into the judicial. The congress was, on 
the one hand, to make treaties, frame military agreements 
and the like; and, on the other, it was to act as a court 
in the interpretation of treaties and in cases of concilia- 
tion and arbitration. 

One of the Peruvian representatives vigorously at- 
tacked this diplomatic character of a body with judicial 
functions. He desired not a “junta of ministers plenipo- 
tentiary,” nor a meeting of interested parties, but a 
council of judges. The mixture of duties meant that 
decisions which ought to be based on the law and facts 
of a case, or at least on an impartial purpose to conciliate 
and compromise, would be determined by considerations 
of policy, by governmental instructions and state interest, 
even by political bargains. International rivalries and 
the game of the balance of power which might still be 
played in the league’s diplomatic council could not be 
prevented from influencing its functions as the upholder 
of peace and justice between the states. 

The Peruvian, however, did not remedy this by pro- 
viding for a separate judicial body, but rather he wished 
to create a single perpetual congress which would not be 
diplomatic in character. It was to be a federal legisla- 
ture which could adopt international, ecclesiastical, 
criminal codes without the need of ratification by the 
governments. This was international government in 
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earnest; indeed too much in earnest, since the states’ 
jealousy for their sovereignty did not brook such an 
omnipotent legislative body. Therefore the only alterna- 
tive proposed, an assembly of purely diplomatic character, 
was determined upon. 


Suggestions for the powers of this assembly as the 
guardian of the peace of Spanish America ran the gamut 
from compulsory arbitration with the prohibition of war, 
to merely the requirement of mediation between disputing 
states. The compromise settled upon by the Panama 
Congress is singularly like present proposals for the league 
of nations. “The desire of preserving peace,” said one 
of the plenipotentiaries, “‘is made compatible with the 
right of making war, in a manner which makes a rupture, 
if not impossible, at least very difficult, without there 
being imposed on the confederates the painful sacrifice 
of a right of sovereignty as precious as it is essential.” 
One may cavil at the suggestion that the right to make 
war is in every respect essential, but there seems little 
hope as yet that its sacrifice would be other than painful. 

The stipulation, therefore, was for compulsory concilia- 
tion of the type required by the Bryan treaties. No 
distinction was made, as is customary today, between 
arbitrable and non-arbitrable cases, of which the former 
may be made subject to compulsory arbitration, and 
the latter merely to enforced conciliation. On the con- 
trary, the Panama treaty lumped all disputes in a single 
category, and required that no war or acts of reprisal 
should occur until the documents and evidence had been 
presented to the general congress for a decision. After 
this had been rendered, — and nothing was said of the 
number of months allowed for it, — the war could pro- 
ceed, no matter what its aim. 

And in case of such a conflict, nothing further was 
required of the federal congress nor of the neutral mem- 
bers. They were free to take any attitude they pleased. 
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To be sure, another state could not become an actual 
belligerent without going through the form of conciliation; 
but there are many means of assistance short of warfare, — 
and how effective would a protest against unneutral 
action be, if the belligerent that was discriminated against 
had first to take the evidence to the federal council, and 
await a judgment? Under such circumstances, the 
league would break up at once, and this outcome was 
made all the more probable by the omission of any pro- 
hibition of subordinate alliances between members of the 
greater alliance. In case two states came to blows, con- 
ciliation requirements would scarcely prevent the ranging 
of the allies in hostile camps. 

The Panama Congress, in other words, did not carry its 
guardianship of justice far enough. After the decision 
in a dispute was rendered, the congress was to wash its 
hands of the whole matter, when in fact its responsibility 
and duty should have continued. This is exactly what 
the ministers at Panama stipulated for wars between a 
member of the league and a non-member. If mediation 
in such a case was unsuccessful, the confederation must 
take a definite attitude towards the conflict. It must 
either declare common cause with the member-state, or 
it must remain neutral, giving no aid to the outside power. 
A clause against separate alliances of members with foreign 
governments strengthened this provision. It was a notable 
weakness of the treaty of 1826 that it failed to make 
similar requirements for cases of internecine wars. At 
least some distinction might have been made to the dis- 
advantage of the state which refused to accept the de- 
cision of the league’s assembly. The confederation might 
have been required either to help the injured and obedient 
member or to maintain neutrality. This would have 
thrown the weight of the federation against the recalci- 
trant state, and would have made the decision of con- 
ciliation in effect approach a judgment of arbitration. 

Arbitration was indeed not excluded from the means 
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of peaceful settlement. If the disputing parties agreed 
beforehand that the decision of the congress should be 
binding, it was definitive, and had the sanction of the 
federation; but no class of cases was set apart for com- 
pulsory arbitration, as has been the practice in recent 
treaties. 

It should be added in passing that the Panama ministers 
were wise in prohibiting acts of reprisal, as well as war 
itself, before conciliation was tried. Reprisal, although 
legally a means short of war, is essentially violent action 
based on a nation’s. prejudgment of its own case; and 
such action easily leads to war if the opposing state de- 
fends itself. 


The vital feature, therefore, of the Spanish-American 
plan to prevent war was the delay required between the 
injury, the ambitious demand, or the misunderstanding, 
and the commencement of war,—a delay in which a 
council with international authority could examine the 
case and give its judgment. The effectiveness then of 
the federation as a league of peace depended on the proba- 
bility of obedience to this requirement. 


There were many clauses on troops and ships, but they 
were for use against Spain. With the feeling that “‘coer- 
cive authority would degrade” the international council, 
the Panama Congress stipulated no means of enforce- 
ment, no use of common resources against a member 
which violated its obligation. The only penalty was 
expulsion from the league, with the privilege of read- 
mission by unanimous vote. If the promise of a state 
proved to be a “scrap of paper,” then let the “scrap of 
paper” be torn up! The penalty for lack of honor would 
be the moral punishment of being no longer held to one’s 
honor, — admirable in abstract ethics, perhaps, but 
hardly practical in statesmanship. To be sure, there is 
a certain force in condemnation by world opinion, but 





254 The Unpopular Review 


the recreant nation will scarcely bow even to universal 


disapproval, if there is no danger of coercion. 
In the long run, however, the smooth management of 


any league of peace depends more on the positive benefits 


of the organization than on the threat of force, the use of 
which, it is to be hoped, may seldom be needed. The 
Spanish-American plan depended on this factor even for 
compelling obedience to the principle of conciliation, 


since the effectiveness of the penalty of exclusion lies in 


the benefits lost. The same principle had to be relied 
upon to prevent secession. This was not prohibited, by 
the treaty we are considering, nor is such a prohibition 


likely to be feasible in the early stages of any world league 


of nations jealous for their sovereignty. The force work- 
ing against secession, just like that working for adhesion 
to the league, is proportionate to the recognized advan- 
tages of being a member. 

The weakness of the motive of defence as a permanent 


bond of a world federation has already been touched upon. 
It may, as in the recent war, throw nations into close 


codperation, and thus prepare the way for a league of 
wider purposes; but in itself the motive of defence de- 


mands special alliances rather than a general organization 


of the world, and even such alliances wane after the 


danger passes. 
No doubt the strongest bond, that which furnishes 


the very reason for the dream of an international order, 


is the horror of war, the desire to end forever the slaughter 


and maiming of millions of men. This is why the league, 
in order to appeal to the idealism of peace, must seem to 
provide effective means for checking war. Indeed the 


ineffectiveness of Spanish-American proposals was largely 


due to the lack of such a hatred of war as would curb the 
jealousies and revolutionary militarism of the new re- 
publics. But the mere anxiety to avoid bloodshed will 


not always be so poignant as now. It is a negative force, 
and, as before, the expected advantages of a war will in 





Some Latin American Experience 255 


certain cases come to outweigh the cost of the conflict. 
Therefore, it behooves us to see that such a situation 
cannot occur, that the league of nations makes for peace 
by destroying the opportunity for the growth of war’s 
causes, and by linking together the states with concrete 
benefits. These functions may develop gradually, but 
develop they must; for thus only is a true guaranty of the 
order of the world conceivable. 


National boundaries occur to us at once as present 
sources of discord. That Europe is not alone in having 
these difficulties has just been brought to notice by the 


controversy between Chile and Peru over Tacna and 


Arica. South America’s century of freedom has been 


constantly marred by territorial quarrels, leading at 
times to war and at times to more or less inconclusive 


arbitrations. No conflict of language or institutions has 
existed, except as to Portuguese Brazil; but local patriot- 


ism has been none the less ardent, and national claims 


none the less vigorously pressed. Bolivar saw that no 
peace was possible unless boundaries were settled and then 
guaranteed by the Spanish-American federation. It was 


comparable to the aim today to arrange the bounds of 


European nationalities, and give them international 


sanction. 
But, in the Panama Congress of 1826, there were no 


great and more or less disinterested powers to strive for 


justice. It was as though the central European nationali- 


ties should hold a conference freely to fix their own terri- 
torial limits. ‘The results at Panama were not boundary 


settlements, but irreconcilable pretensions. 


To be sure, principles were invoked, although they 


got one nowhere. Colombia urged an historical basis, 
—that of the boundaries of the Vice-Royalties and 
Captaincies-General of the Spanish régime at the begin- 


ning of the revolution in 1810. But the historical argu- 
ment opened the way for endless disputes. Why choose 
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the year 1810? Some boundaries had been changed only 
shortly before that. And how was agreement to be 
reached on the meaning of the frequently vague Spanish 
boundary descriptions? Nor was the principle of self- 
determination forgotten, if it helped one’s case, — al- 
though there was no way, nor attempt, amidst the chaos 
of the recently revolted colonies, to discover what peoples 
or provinces wanted. In an age of armed revolutionary 
rule, self-determination was merely the shibboleth of 
nationalistic ambitions, and, but for the sound sense and 
investigation of disinterested parties, it would become so 
again. 

The ministers at Panama, in 1826, saw clearly that 
boundaries should be fixed and guaranteed; but they 
could do nothing other than promise a future guaranty 
for territorial limits, whose settlement was postponed. 
Peru and Colombia reaped the fruits of this postpone- 
ment, two years later, in a war, one of whose causes was 
the boundary dispute. 


Nations which could not even temporarily agree on 
boundaries were scarcely ready for any sort of codpera- 
tion; but, with the hope that that problem would be 
solved by time, the negotiators considered other benefits 
which the league of nations could confer. Commercial 
relations come quickly to mind. Here is not only the 
chance to remove causes of friction and war, but also 
the means of conferring positive advantages on the mem- 
bers of the league. 

The matter was not overlooked at Panama. “Let 
us trade without obstacles or prohibitions,” said one 
plenipotentiary; “‘in no custom-house let there be regis- 
tered goods which are American.” Such complete tariff- 
union found no favor with the other ministers. They 
could not surrender control of the national customs policy, 
and viewed with like suspicion propositions to make special 
reductions in tariff-duties for the ships and products of 





Some Latin American Experience 257 


allied states. Nations whose little industrial develop- 


ment demanded European loans and trade, could ill 
afford the evils of a Latin-American economic league. 
Mexico discovered this when her attempt to exclude 


concessions to sister states from the operation of the 


most-favored-nation clause, resulted in the obstruction 
of negotiations with England and the United States. This 
difficulty in the way of commercial concessions within a 
league of a few nations, would not exist in a league of 
most of the world. In a world-league, special favors in 
the form of duty-reductions might be strong arguments 
for membership and against secession, but most states 
are scarcely ready to adopt such a measure. It would 
interfere with their determination of tariff policies. Pro- 
tectionists would see in it a limitation of their doctrine 
and the beginning of a system of free-trade. 

Nevertheless it should be the duty of a league of na- 
tions to try to avoid tariff-wars and commercial friction 
of every kind. Even if states are allowed to follow any 
protectionist policy that pleases them, they must not 
be left the power of discriminating between members of 
the association. The commerce of all the members of 
the league should rest on an equality of treatment in 
tariffs, in merchant privileges, in shipping rights, in 
financial opportunities. In other words, the principle 
of the most-favored-nation clause should be applied to 
all states alike. The Panama Congress, however, could 
not come even to such an agreement, and indefinitely 
postponed the conclusion of a federal commercial treaty. 
It should be added that the South American countries 
were all in the same primitive stage of industrial develop- 
ment, and had hardly enough trade with one another to 
make commercial ties of any importance. 


Postponement was the order of the day at Panama. 
If anything could not be agreed upon, it was left for a 
later conference. So it was with boundaries, with com- 
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merce, and likewise with the settlement of principles 
of international law. There had been some hope of the 
establishment of an “‘American International Code,” but 
no more than the expression of a pious wish was obtained. 
A federal prize law was mentioned, only to suffer post- 
ponement. Special points, such as the requirement of 
effectiveness in blockade, the strict limitation of con- 
traband, and the principle of “‘free ships, free goods,” 
fared similarly. An all-American doctrine on such ques- 
tions of neutral rights (the United States had been in- 
vited to join in the discussion) would have been signifi- 
cant, although it was not of such pressing importance 
as are, for the present world conference, similar ques- 
tions grouped under the heading of ‘‘freedom of the seas.” 
It is not that the Congress of Panama could be expected, 
in one session, to settle all questions and to adopt all 
proposals; but the success of the league demanded that 
at least some of the means of uniting the allies be made 
effective. ‘The day to which these problems were ad- 
journed never came. 


Champions of the idea of international organization 
speak of a “league of nations,” not of a league of states 
or of governments, although it is obviously the govern- 
ments, as heads of states, which make the peace, and 
set up whatever new order there is to be. This discrimina- 
tion of phrase is not due to chance. The words “govern- 
ments” and “states” remind us too much of foreign poli- 
cies, of the balance of power, of the diplomats of the 
old school. The guaranty of peace will not rest with 
them, but with the peoples, or nations, of the world. 
Democracy is our hope for an ordered society, just as 
legitimacy and absolutism were the watchwords of the 
Holy Alliance. Ours is to be a league of free nations. 
Autocratic militaristic Germany of course could not have 
been admitted, but we feel that we must be willing to 
experiment with the membership of a free Germany. If 
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the Holy Alliance, fearful of the spirit of revolution, 
deemed it necessary to require absolutism in its members 
and satellites, surely it would seem that the league of 
free nations could not harbor a despotic state in its midst. 

We may perhaps grant that the league should on its 
formation refuse to admit a brazenly military state, al- 
though whether this proviso is of much more than aca- 
demic importance will depend on the developments in 
central and eastern Europe. Yet can the league wisely 
allow a despotic government to develop in one of its 
members, any more than it could permit a state of such 
a character to join in the first place? The society of 
nations cannot be successful unless its members believe 
in the methods of peace and in international justice. A 
member that gives mere lip-service to these principles 
would be a constant menace to the peace of its neighbors 
and of the league in general, especially if warfare were 
permitted after the formula of conciliation had been 
complied with. It is in this connection that such obliga- 
tions as those to limit armaments and to respect the 
rights of national minorities have some of their value; for 
they would serve as checks upon absolutist tendencies, 
and their violation would be evidence of a menacing 
policy. That the character and aims of a state should be 
considered of interest to the other nations implies, to 
be sure, a limitation on the exercise of sovereignty; but, 
for that matter, commercial agreements and the pledge 
to resort to arbitration or conciliation are likewise re- 
strictions. The essence of international harmony is the 
voluntary sacrifice of some national rights for the general 
good. 

The method of supervising the character of member- 
governments and of enforcing the limitations set upon their 
policies is a serious problem. The Spanish-Americans 
of 1826 forbade any essential change in the existing form 
of government, which was assumed to be democratic. 
Two penalties were considered: — exclusion and inter- 
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vention. Intervention was a terrifying spectre for the 
new states. They saw in it an instrument for ambitious 
generals, rather than a means of checking nascent am- 
bition; and the fact that Bolivar, president of Colombia 
and dictator of Peru, championed this instrument, only 
increased their fears. It could not have been otherwise. 
Democratic only in theory, the Spanish-American govern- 
ments were in the hands of revolutionary chieftains, 
supported by the armies that had won independence. 
Military despotism in members of the league was so 
much of an ever-present danger that the right of inter- 
vention seemed to increase rather than to check the peril. 
The Panama Congress therefore chose the penalty of 
exclusion for a change of government. Today interven- 
tion, although still a bugbear, would be less liable to 
misuse, since its dangers decrease in proportion to the 
prevalence of stable democratic governments, and to 
the superiority of the international factor in determining 
the league’s policy, — that is, in proportion to the domi- 
nance of the interests of the nations as a society over 
the interests of any single state or small group of states. 

Another difficult question concerns the circumstances 
which would justify the exercise of the league’s supervi- 
sory power. The prohibition of an “essential change” 
in the form of government, as stipulated by the Panama 
treaty, not only would be capable of infinite interpreta- 
tions, but also would tend to resolve the league into a 
Society for the Preservation of Existing Governments. 
The league of nations will be short-lived if its purpose 
is to maintain the status quo in this or in other matters. 
The need is not for formule, such as that of the Panama 
Congress, nor even for definitions of the requisite min- 
imum of democracy, but rather for the power of common 
diplomatic, economic, or military action, when arma- 
ment limitations are broken, or a threat of militarism 
becomes by other signs evident to all. 

The Congress of Panama was the culmination of a 
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Spanish-American movement for a league of free nations; 
but its treaty contained, as one critic said, “no more 
than good paradoxes to fill paper and to show that the 
deputies had done something.” But even effective pro- 
visions for a league would have found ratification im- 
possible. America was indeed no more ready for a demo- 
cratic society of nations than was Europe. The late 
colonies of Spain, scattered along the edges of a continent, 
were divided by barriers of mountain, desert, and ocean, 
as yet uncrossed by railroad and steamship. Identity of 
language, institutions, and history was a bond too weak 
to withstand the intensity of local patriotism, which 
even the wars of independence overcame only momen- 
tarily. Territorial disputes and the rivalry of ambitious 
leaders heightened international antagonisms, while at 
home the strife of parties took the form of revolt and 
anarchy. The years following the Congress were filled, 
even for Bolivar, with foreign war and domestic conflict. 
The rule of generals, supported by the armies of the revolu- 
tion, proved to be incompatible with the dream of demo- 
cratic peace. 

But since that day popular government has advanced 
not in Latin America alone. Through the power of the 
great democracies, it has entered into the control of in- 
ternational policies. The nations can, if they will, estab- 
lish organized peace. 

R. F. Arracon. 





THE SCHEME PROPOSED 


HERE is a little bill to be collected from Germany. 
At best she can pay only in instalments run- 
ning over many years, and it would be inconceivably 
fatuous for the creditors not to unite on some scheme to 
make their claims good. That union will be a league of 
nations, from which even the most fat-headed and timid 
partisan among our senators could not withhold his assent. 
The payment of those instalments can be reasonably as- 
sured only under conditions of world-peace; therefore any 
reasonable arrangements for their collection must include 
the best provisions that can be made for securing world 
peace. We have not only to make peace now, but to keep 
it after it is made, and especially for the new nations to 
be made out of the fragments of the Austrian and Turkish 
empires. They must be protected from the aggressions 
of powerful neighbors and of each other. An organiza- 
tion is absolutely essential to accomplish all this, as well 
as to keep among the greater nations the equilibrium which 
has so long been yearned for and fought for. Whatever 
criticisms may be made of the organization proposed by 
the Peace Commission, it is at least certain that that 
commission includes the best minds of the world that 
under all the circumstances (of which Mr. Wilson’s make-up 
was one) were available, and therefore that their proposed 
constitution is the best that under all the circumstances 
can be turned out. Of course it is only their first report, 
and like any such report is not considered by its proposers, 
or anybody else to be final. When it was presented to 
the Paris Conference, M. Bourgeois said on behalf of 
the commission presenting it: 


We now present to the Conference and to the world the result 
of our'work, but we do not present it as something that is final, 
but only as the result of an honest effort, to be discussed and to 
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be examined not only by this Conference, but the public opinion 
of the world. 

In the face of that, the round-robin of our kicking 
senators was precisely on a par with a similar expression 
while a plan is under discussion at any other creditors’ 
meeting. “Superfluous” and “premature” are among 
the mildest of many expressions that could properly be 
applied to such a move. After it, discussion would 
naturally continue as before. If it should end, as is to be 
hoped in this case, in modifications to suit the objectors, 
well and good. But whatever course may be taken by 
the objectors at any creditors’ meeting, it will end in a 
plan. This one will, and whatever the plan will eventually 
be, whatever its merits or its defects, or its name, it will 
be, as said before, a League of Nations. 

After a discussion of the proposed League constitution 
occupying not as many days as the leading statesmen 
of the world had given it weeks, more than a third of our 
Senate, instead of constructively reasoning about it, de- 
clared they would not support it. All the members so 
declaring belonged to one party, thus reducing to a ques- 
tion of local politics, a measure embracing the world, and 
of more importance than any other measure ever before a 
deliberative body. 

Charitable critics suggest that the action was not in- 
tended to be final, but merely to strengthen an attempt 
for some modifications of the measure, and then, of 
course, to give way to support of the modified one, to 
which it can then be said the objections did not apply. 
Yet the opposition is confessedly partisan, and is on a par 
with our national curse of partisan politics meddling in 
local affairs; only in this’ case, the absurdity and self- 
ishness are gigantic in proportion to the gigantic issues 
involved. 

Yet of course the present scheme, like any scheme de- 
signed for results so novel and so tremendous, is open to 
much honest criticism. The only method of procedure in 
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such a case is that of trial and error. The errors can be cor- 
rected as experience unearths them, as those of the Amer- 
ican union have been — perhaps, as in our case, by at 
least one revised or re-created constitution, and even by a 
war. But our result has been worth the cost, and this 
greater experiment is worth the greater risk. Better, 
infinitely better, for this scheme, with all its imperfections 
on its head, to go through with enthusiasm, than to be 
so endangered by timidity or partisanship that we may 
shamble along for a dangerous time virtually without any 
scheme at all. 

It seems very probable that at bottom the opposition 
started in the resentment against Mr. Wilson’s ignoring 
of the Senate in the appointment of his peace com- 
missioners, and in the conduct of his negotiations, all 
this of course reénforced by more general acts and words 
open to criticism. And in his strange nature all this 
stands beside some of the loftiest of ideals and greatest of 
achievements! 

And it is probably well that we have an idealist presi- 
dent, even though he may not be an ideal one, and 
though we have to pay for his idealism through his im- 
practicalities — in his partiality for incompetent minis- 
ters; in his holding on to war prerogatives when the 
war is over; in his Bolshevik tendencies toward premature 
enlargement of government functions, such as the control 
of the telegraph and the railroads, with the frightful deficit 
already incurred; in his sentimentalities — his injunction 
not to think unneutral thoughts, much less publish unneu- 
tral opinions; his suggestions of being “too proud to fight” 
and of “‘ peace without victory ”’; his refusal to deal with the 
existing German government, and his disclaimer in the 
same document, of desire to interfere in Germany’s in- 
ternal politics; in his self-defeating letter asking for a 
Democratic congress; and in his selection, in Herron, of a 


Bolshevik to catch a Bolshevik. That may have been as- 
tute politics, or it may have been sympathy with that 
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Bolshevik’s doctrines. Either way it is certain that astute 
politics involving apparent sympathy with foolish and 
criminal doctrines is dangerous; that a man cannot select 
an agent without being supposed to endorse that agent’s 
conspicuous qualities; and that Mr. Wilson in laying 
himself open to that supposition in Herron’s case, has 
alienated many people, and to some extent, — let us hope 
not a fatal extent, — imperiled his great work on the 
Peace League. 

Yet, in spite of all this, it is well we have him: idealists 
are apt to be ill-balanced, but the great reforms are 
generally inaugurated by them, even if the reforms have 
to be shaped up and carried out by “practical” men. 
Our idealist has been, perhaps, the main influence in 
starting what, despite some parochial minds in the Senate, 
it is not yet wildly extravagant to hope may be the great- 
est reform in all history. 

The acceptance of some constitution in some shape is 
inevitable. But even if none were accepted, the mere 
creation of one is a great thing. It is the latest and best 
of a series of attempts as old as history, and men will con- 
tinue to make them until they succeed. Even if the pres- 
ent one gets no farther than an occasional future citation 
before the public, such as current discussion has given to 
Sully’s scheme, to the Holy Alliance and to Bolivar’s 
scheme and the others, it will have been worth while. 

But there is much room for hope that the new one will 
get much farther than its predecessois: for among them 
there has not been one like it — not one made for free na- 
tions in a free world — free at least from autocracy, despite 
the present tyrannies of fleeting majorities and minorities. 

And was there ever a league attempted before, in which 
the leading nation asked for nothing, sought for nothing, 
worked only for the good of all? 


As for the treaty itself, so far as shaped up to the time 
of our going to press: at first there was some disappoint- 
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ment that it contained no direct provision of force to 
hale a defendant into court and ensure compliance with 


decisions. But that power is latent throughout. In being 


latent, it is like most of the power under which civiliza- 
tion is run. There is not one case in a thousand where 
force is used to bring a defendant into court, or to en- 
force a decision. An attempt to make the power in the 
treaty more specific would at best have provoked burden- 
some discussion, and might have defeated the whole 


scheme. 
But the scheme does contain what, after all, may be a 


stronger sanction than force: for it is backed more widely 
and earnestly than any scheme for a league was ever 
backed before, by the general opinion and sentiment of 


mankind. 
To rest any hopes upon the general sentiment of civil- 


ized mankind may seem very fatuous to those who hold 
that, despite the obvious advances in ethics, human 
nature has not changed. I don’t see how that opinion 
can be held by any one who has kept his eyes open and 
open long. Yet within a year or two such an opinion 
has been expressed even by Lord Bryce. I simply 
cannot imagine what he means: for I myself have seen 
the human nature which had tolerated a pandemonium 
of abominations change so as to abolish many of them — 
among them piracy, dueling, the slave trade, the holding 
of slaves, imprisonment for debt, the whipping post, 
floggings in the army and navy, public and painful execu- 
tions, rioting at every election from New York south, 
and murder at most of them; permanent bands of thugs 
in New York, Philadelphia, Baltimore and probably 
elsewhere, who not only terrorized the voters in their 
own cities, but were moved for the same purpose from one 
city to another on election days, which were not then 
as nearly identical throughout the country as they are 
now. Regarding war, sentiment has changed utterly. 
Its pomp and circumstance are gone. In recent times 
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gloire has been growing cheap, and gone entirely out of 
fashion. France has forgotten all about it, and it does 


not seem to be spoken of even in Germany. Conquest 


has been growing synonymous with brigandage; and the 
commercial way of looking at things has been growing 
respectable. Except Germany, all the nations that have 


got as far as a literature, have for some time had their 


selfish instincts turned from the pursuit of glory and 
dominion to the pursuit of well-being, and not alto- 
gether in its selfish form: for during the last half 
century, the interest in social betterment has probably 
developed more than any other general interest since 
the crusades. And even the tremendous altruism working 
toward this end, works like almost every other good im- 
pulse, partly from selfish motives. For, with perhaps a 
preponderating element of their help, ““we have made the 
proletariat our masters: we must educate them.” The 
world is now, especially of late, so well and understand- 
ingly convinced that war does not pay, and the world’s 
selfishness, outside of the German military class and other 
barbarians, is so well drilled to seek what does pay, that it 
is questionable whether for that very reason peace between 
nations may not be brought as effectively within the 
control of law as peace between individuals was by the 
time, not so long ago, when all gentlemen, except ‘German 
gentlemen,” ceased to wear swords. 


Some disappointment has been felt too that there was 
not a more drastic provision regarding limitation of arma- 
ments: but the method is flexible, where a rigid method 
might easily have been found impracticable and perhaps 
destructive of the negotiation. 


There was also some disappointment at the absence from 
the proposed constitution of a legislative department, but 
the judicial department was the only one immediately 
needed. It is doubtful whether a legislative department 
is desirable at all — whether international law would not 
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be better left to evolve, as international morality has 
evolved, through treaties and tribunals. 

Even in the farthest evolved governments, legislation 
is ticklish business, and there are vastly more failures 
than successes. In this new and precarious organization, 
even if a legislature were attempted, the difficulties in 
the way of success would probably be greater and prob- 
ably more liable to breed disputes than those of all the 
rest of the organization. Judge-made law works vastly 
better than statute law, and the world’s opportunity 
for it would be vastly increased by the decisions and 
interpretations of the officials of the proposed league. 

The difficulties of the situation have codperated with 
the wisdom of the commissioners to prevent their at- 
tempting too much, but there is reason to hope that they 
have done enough to set to work evolutionary forces 
that will do vastly more, and not only in ways beyond 
human wisdom, but beyond human imagination, and 
safe from the sort of dreaming that now distracts Russia 
and Germany, and even stirs anxiety in more stable 
societies. 


There has seldom, probably never, been proposed a 
momentous movement, however beneficial, that was 
not opposed. The League of the Swiss Cantons and that 
of our thirteen states which has since been entered by 
over thirty others, were opposed by virtually the same 
arguments that are opposed to this one. One is tempted 
to leave the ultimate acceptance of this one to depend upon 
the silliness of the arguments brought against it. If the 
silliest can be picked out where so many are silly, it is per- 
haps the one that the nations entering the Peace League, 
like our states entering the union, will have to give up a 
portion of their independence. Can man make a step be- 
yond solitary savagery without giving up a portion of his 
independence, and submitting part of his conduct to regula- 
tion by others? That is involved if he lives near a neighbor, 
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makes a friend, marries a wife, generates a child, lives in a 
community, enters a friend’s house, takes a partner, joins a 
club or a church, votes, defends his country, in short: is 
civilized. And the wider and deeper his interests, the 
more of his independence he must give up for the sake of 
them. On the other hand, in all wise adjustments, what 
independence one party gives up for the benefit of all, 
is much more than returned to him in the same sacrifices 
made by others for him. 

It is comical to watch the schemes to enable the United 
States to eat it’s cake and have it — to contribute for the 
general good a like share of independence with the other 
nations, and yet to retain it. 


What it is proposed that each nation shall give up now, 
is as nothing to what each of our states has given up, to 
its immeasurable advance in security, peace, power and 
(if it is not a little late to care for such things) glory. 
We have given to the Union the right to regulate our 
foreign trade and our trade with each other; to make 
our currency; to determine what foreigners shall or shall 
not dwell among us; to tax us to any extreme and in 
any way — even to regulate our lives by the imposition 
of tariffs and excises, and even by entering our homes 
and banishing from our tables the wine that has made 
glad the heart of man from time immemorial, and oftener 
saved his health than hurt it; and, supreme sacrifice of 
all, we have given into the control of our league, our very 
lives to use at will — the general will, not as in the League 
scheme, each state’s will, in war. 

It is not proposed that we shall give a single one of 
these powers to the League of Nations. The utmost it is 
proposed to give is the right to recommend the use of 
some of them. There is no reason to suppose that any such 
recommendations will be made when they are not to the 
interests of the nations concerned, but nevertheless the 
right to judge the recommendations is left to each in- 
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dividual nation, and this despite the fact that the mem- 
bers of the most powerful league the world ever knew 
have left the decisions to the league alone. 

Another of the silliest objections is that Washington, 
or whoever wrote his Farewell Address, warned us against 
“entangling alliances’”’ with European nations. Next 
they will be quoting Washington’s views on transportation 
and inter-communication to support their policies on 
railroads, telegraphs and telephones. At that time Europe 
was more months away from us than it is now hours. 
Washington had just made us a nation by one alliance, 
and we have but now won a most momentous fight by 
another. It was in essence an alliance, if not in name. 

Still another silly argument is, that Daniel Webster 
didn’t like European alliances. But in Daniel’s day, 
was France a Republic, or Russia and Germany republics, 
though as yet rickety ones, or Italy virtually one, or 
England as thoroughly one as she is now? What we are 
after now is a League of Free Nations, and we have the 
timber to make it. In Webster’s day there was not enough. 

Another silly move is objecting to placing the civilized 
world back of the Monroe Doctrine, and preferring to 
continue bearing the main responsibility for it ourselves. 
The Monroe Doctrine is merely that nobody’s territory 
on this continent shall be infringed upon, and is backed 
up by us alone. The constitution proposed for the League 
provides that nobody’s territory shall be infringed upon 
anywhere, and it is to be backed up by the entire League. 


The silliness of the objections is equalled only by the 
unfairness of their presentation. We cull the following 
choice expressions from the press: 

He wanted a League with a powerful international force, 
preferably housed in France, which would be able to suppress 
another Hunnish outbreak. That was denied him, because it 
was obvious that the United States could not be a party to 
such an arrangement. 
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We have just been a party to virtually such an arrange- 
ment, and will be until our troops are all home and will 
be again, league or no league, if need arises. 


It is proposed that she [France] shall forego all those measures 
of self-defense upon which she has hitherto depended; that she 
shall reduce her armaments to dimensions prescribed for her 
by other Powers. 


It is only proposed that she shall receive a recommenda- 
tion, and then use her discretion. And it is not proposed 
that the recommendation shall be foolish. 


...that she shall seek no alliances for defense, no balance 
of power that might make her and her friends able to meet her 
foes... 


She can make any alliances or treaties that she pleases, 
not inconsistent with the constitution of the League. 
Without that limitation the constitution would be absurd. 


In return for such self-abnegation, what is offered to her? 
Membership in a benevolent League of Nations which chiefly 
contents itself with saying that all men ought to be good and 
that nobody ought to go to war, but which has at its command 
not a single regiment nor ship to enforce its will, to protect the 
innocent or to repel the criminal. 


To suppose that the forces of the members of the League 
will not codperate in any reasonable cause, is purely 
gratuitous: the presumption is all the other way. 


National armaments on land and sea are to be reduced to the 
lowest point consistent with national safety. But no nation 
is itself to be the judge of what that point in its case is. 


Each “nation ts itself to be the judge.” The League 
is only to make suggestions. 


If some remote state violates a principle of the League, the 
Executive Committee is to recommend us how many troops we 
are to contribute to the invading army which is to bring it to 
terms. Of course, we are not bound to furnish them, but if 
we do not we shall incur much odium. 
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The writers of such stuff have not as keen noses against 
odium as they suppose. The recommendations to be 
made by the committee of the League are entitled in ad- 
vance to be presumed reasonable, and suited to the 
geographical positions of nations. 

This climax was probably reached in The Sun the day 
after President Wilson’s Boston speech. 


Except as another mawkish vision, therefore, it cannot possi- 
bly follow, as President Wilson states it, that we must go on 
till the crack of doom carrying the burden of the whole world, 
with no care for our own, with no thought of our own; with 
the single purpose, whatever it may cost us, to whatever end 
it may bring us, of serving Mr. Wilson’s general humanity. 
The American people will never stand for such a mad squander 
of their noble birthright. 


President Wilson, like every other man with idealism 
enough to accomplish great original work, has said some 
foolish things, but he never said that. The facts are that 
the powers who won the war with our help, as we won it 
with theirs, propose to maintain the peace with our help, 
and that we shall maintain it with theirs. It is true that 
that peace depends upon us, and President Wilson was 
perfectly right in saying so; but it is also true, whether 
he stopped to say so or not, that it depends upon England, 
upon France, even upon Italy and Japan. 

Throughout the whole opposition, there is a fear of 
Germany. Is not this superfluous: is not Germany’s 
power for evil destroyed; would not the permanence of 
that destruction be insured by the colossal power of the 
League; and, vastly more than either, will not the removal 
of her autocratic and militaristic conditions, and a genera- 
tion under the chastening discipline of poverty, change 
back the braggart, covetous, piratical Germany of yester- 
day into the kindly, just and peaceful Germany before 
conquest and sudden wealth wrought her undoing? Yet 
the most grotesque proposition in the whole opposition 
is that, in order to insure success, the powers against 
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whose wickedness and trickery the league is proposed, 
must become members before they have proved a change 
of heart. 

The silliness of all this stuff is equalled only by its 
cowardice. Without a league of nations, wars are certain. 
Only one scheme to prevent them has been suggested — 
not a shadow of any other — and yet its possible failure 
scares these men from taking it. This cowardice, like 
cowardice generally, defeats itself. 

It is said that acceptance of the League’s constitution 
will morally bind each nation to accept any recommenda- 
tion made by the League, and make such a nation an 
object of reprehension if it does not accept. If that is so, 
why leave the matters open only to recommendation? 
Why not make them obligatory at the outset? For the 
following good reasons, and probably for others. (I) The 
world has not yet accumulated enough experience to 
foretell the cases where it would be wise to prescribe 
remedies beforehand: the cases are too complex. It is 
wisest to leave them as far as possible to be judged as they 
arise, and even after the recommendation of the aggregate 
wisdom has been reached, to leave the final determina- 
tion to the nations most interested, and upon whom the 
brunt must come. (II) To attempt more than this would 
at the very outset endanger the trial of the scheme. As 
experience accumulates, the power to recommend can 
gradually be changed into the power to demand. The 
wisdom shown in this pervading feature of the scheme 
raises a strong presumption in favor of the wisdom of 


the whole. 


And now hats off, and to your knees! 

Was it the Power called God, working through laws 
that go wider and deeper than our imaginations can, or was 
it chance, that makes the proposed Peace League the cul- 
mination of the most remarkable series of events in human 
evolution — that made us a nation through an alliance 
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— made us a leagued nation— that demonstrated the 
stability possible to great leagues, by the shock of our 
Civil War — that saved democracy and civilization by 
another alliance, in the world-war — that by that war 
made the world yearn as never before for lasting peace — 
that by that same war drove out of civilization autocracy, 
the age-old destroyer of peace — that through one of the 
strangest combinations in all politics had made Roosevelt’s 
insatiate ambition elect Wilson — that had given that 
strange man, despite the faults of his qualities, just the 
powers needed to lead the nations to the brink of the only 
experiment yet devised to give them the peace they yearn 
for — that for the first time brought together nations with 
enough power, if the experiment’s other conditions are 
workable, to make that League succeed — that had set a 
cosmopolitan group of the best intellects in the world to 
devising the experiment, intellects working with an un- 
precedented degree of the disinterestedness essential to 
the experiment’s success— that left us a universally 


respected ex-president, of the opposing party, broad- 
minded enough to back up the mighty scheme — and that 


while the trial of the experiment was under discussion 


removed to higher spheres, we trust, the one man most 


likely and most able to obstruct it? 
The question of trying this experiment is the most 


important question ever before the human race. It has 


been shaped up by the most tremendous events in human 


history, and some of the strangest. Are they mere fortui- 
tous and disconnected freaks of chance, and is the experi- 
ment to be regarded merely as meat for party politics, or 


have the events, throughout, the orderly concatenation of 


cause and effect which gives to the experiment the sanc- 


tion of Divine Law? 
THE EpIror. 





OXFORD, WOMEN AND GOD 


RS. HUMPHRY WARD has the unenviable por- 

tion of a reformer who wrought manfully — should 

we say womanfully? — to lead England out of the Cim- 
merian bogs of Victorianism, yet somehow is heartily de- 
spised by the younger generation which walks the sunlit 
ways of our peaceful, spacious Georgian world. It would 
be an instructive pastime, with her autobiography in 
hand, to study the causes of this cruel injustice; but that 
is another story. My present interest in her Recollections 
has been centred not so much on her own career as on 
her account of life in Oxford during the sixties and seven- 
ties. The four chapters in which she collects her reminis- 
cences of these years are quite the most entertaining of 
the record—are, in fact, the only part that offers much 
entertainment of any sort; and if this were my theme, I 
might suggest that it was the spell of Oxford, however 
reformed an Oxford, still haunting her mind that makes 


her so unacceptable to the very much otherwise reformed 
young wits now gasping their discontent in London. 
Her first novel, Miss Bretherton, was a tale of the uni- 
versity, and Lady Connie, her latest novel written before 
her autobiography, returns to the same scenes; and these, 


with the chapters of her Recollections, might give the lie 
to Andrew Lang’s pleasant witticism that there are no 
good books about Oxford because they are all composed 


by women who have spent one day in — Cambridge. 


Jowett and Mark Pattison are her heroes, the Master 


of Balliol in his triumphant days of educational supremacy, 
and the Rector of Lincoln socially tamed by the restless, 


keen, very esthetical “Mrs. Pat.”, yet otherwise savage 

enough with his gibes at the unteutonized scholarship of 

Balliol and the persistent priestcraft of Christ Church. 

But other figures, denizens and visitors, flit through her 
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pages — Swinburne, Renan, George Eliot, Mandell Creigh- 
ton, Taine, Green — each the subject of an anecdote or 
the occasion for moralizing. Perhaps the most memorable 
of these stories is that which reports a conversation with 
Walter Pater in the days when the critic had yielded some- 
thing of his earlier paganism and was lapsing into a kind 
of artistic dalliance with the charms of Christianity. Mrs. 
Ward had been proclaiming the near downfall of ortho- 
doxy and the impossibility of its maintaining itself long 
against the attacks from the historical and literary camps. 
To her surprise, Pater shook his head and looked rather 
troubled. ‘‘‘I don’t think so,’ he said. Then with hesita- 
tion: ‘And we don’t altogether agree. You think it’s all 
plain. But I can’t. There are such mysterious things. 
Take that saying, “Come unto me, all ye that are weary 
and heavy-laden.”” How can you explain that? There 
is a mystery in it — a something supernatural.’” 

It was the spirit of the place that would not be exor- 
cised from Pater’s thought, and it is curious to observe 
how this same shadow from the past lay over Mrs. Ward’s 
mind, despite her absorption in modern tendencies and 
her expressed surprise. She was thinking more of her 
own young life than of her heroine’s when she wrote, in 
Lady Connie, that “‘in those days Oxford was still prais- 
ing ‘famous men and the fathers who begat’ her; their 
shades still walked her streets.” Only Mrs. Ward was 
rebellious under the spell, while Pater was gently ac- 
quiescent. Again she is speaking for herself through the 
mouth of her heroine: ‘“‘We who are alive must always 
fight the past, though we owe it all we have. Oxford 
has been to me often a witch —a dangerous — almost 
an evil witch. I seemed to see her — benumbing the 
young forces of the present. And the scientific and 
practical men, who would like to scrap her, have some- 
times seemed to me right.” It is, in fact, just this mingling 
of the past and the present in her mood that piques our 
interest; and involuntarily, as we see her picture of 
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Oxford under Jowett and Pattison, another picture arises 
of the city as it was a generation earlier under Newman 


and Pusey, and her anecdotes of contemporaries recall 


a host of stories of the men who preceded or were linger- 
ing on as ghosts of themselves. It is all so much the same, 
yet so different. What change has come over the place 
so reluctant to change? 

If it were my vein to attempt the smart style now in 
fashion, I should think it enough to describe the change 
as consisting in the banishment of God and the admission 
of woman. At any rate, whatever else was happening 
in Mrs. Ward’s time, the gods were going and women 
were coming; and of one, at least, of these events she is 
fully aware, and might even boast that she was pars 
magna. In her maiden days, she says, Oxford was a city 
of young men, “it was not also a city of young women, 
as it is to-day.” But they were already creeping in, and 
before she left had conquered the right of domicile, much 
after the manner of the fabled camel; in fact the en- 
croachment of the feminine into a society so archaically 
masculine is the real theme of her university novels, and 
her Recollections show how much her own activities as 
writer and talker helped on the invasion. But it was not 
only the presence of the undergraduate in petticoats 
that marked the revolution; wives, too, were multiplying, 
and with them came a great alteration in the habits of 
the faculty. In the generation preceding none of the 
tutors were married and very few of the professors; Oxford 
was still under the old conventual rule, though, with 
the disappearance of the religious ideal and purpose of 
celibacy, the peculiarly monkish traits of character had 
vanished and left behind only the “character,” as that 
word used to be understood. This indeed is the chief 
impression one gets from the memoirs of the age. There 
was purpose enough in the lives of Newman and his 
group, but all about them was a society of happy egotists 
whom isolation from the shaping contacts with the 
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world had allowed to develop each as whim or passion 
guided him. Even the throngs of boys, who were so con- 
spicuous to Mrs. Ward at her first coming, seem somehow 
to have been pushed into the background of the picture 
by these crusty bachelors. The story is told of a certain 
“Mo.” Griffith, Senior Fellow of Merton, who used to 
fly from Oxford in term-time to avoid the Philistines, as 
he called the undergraduates, that once in vacation, 
when dining alone in Hall, he was confronted with the 
sight of a single scholar who had not gone down. “Fetch 
a screen, Manciple!” he cried. It is the Fellows’ side of 
the screen we see in the annals of that age. 

And one can imagine what went on there on this occa- 
sion, if our Don was faithful to his creed. It is related 
that a physician, having dined with him and eaten too 
sparingly, excused his abstinence by pleading the maxim, 
“Eat and leave off hungry.” Mo. threw up his hands: 
“Eat and leave off hungry! Why not wash and leave off 
dirty?” No doubt, too, he would have been ready, with 
most of his contemporaries, to exclaim in the same man- 
ner over the command to drink and leave off thirsty — so- 
ber their forefathers would have said. For, if the Logic 
of Dean Aldrich of Christ Church was still after a century 
and a half the text-book of Oxford, it is to be feared that 
some of the logicians of the day had not forgotten the 
Dean’s practical example of the art of ratiocination: 

Si bene quid memini, sunt causae quinque bibendi: 
Hospitis adventus, praesens sitis atque futura, 
Aut vini bonitas, aut quaelibet altera causa — 
which may be translated for a less genial and less erudite 
generation: 
If I remember well, these be the sum 
Fivefold of drink’s occasions and its laws: 
A guest arrived, thirst present or to come, 
Virtue of wine, or any other cause. 

The same Moses, or Edward as he chose to call him- 

self, Griffith was one day walking round Christ Church 
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Meadow with a brother Fellow named Frowd, who be- 
gan, as laudator temporis acti, to lament the disappear- 
ance from Oxford of the strange originals of their younger 
days. “Does it not occur to you, Dr. Frowd,” was the 
reply, “that you and I are the ‘characters’ of to-day?” 
I ask my reader: Does our world, of which we sometimes 
boast, possess such naive sublimity of assurance? But 
Mo. and his friend flattered themselves, if they thought 
their originality outlawed and peculiar at that date. 
As I stand in the corner of my library in which the Oxford 
memoirs of the day are gathered, and as I turn over the 
pages of book after book looking for examples, I am 
embarrassed by the need of selection among so many 
doughty heroes and so many combats of wit. Like 
fEneas, I see 


Battles through all the world made known to fame. 


The easiest way out of the difficulty, were it permissible, 
would be to copy off a chapter of the Rev. W. Tuckwell’s 
Reminiscences, and perhaps the best of permissible ways 
is to direct any reader not already acquainted therewith to 
that storehouse of entertainment. If there is any more 
exhilarating book of the sort in English, I do not know 
it; and if there is a more captivating group of oddities 
than the scholars who congregated by the Isis before 
the advent of Mrs. Ward’s petticoats, and who live again 
in Mr. Tuckwell’s memory, I have not met.them in my 
literary pilgrimage. Whatever Oxford may not have 
been, it was vastly amusing. If our friend Mo. left the im- 
pression of a rather gluttonous and bibulous curmudgeon, 
it is not to be inferred that the story of that society is a 
mere “‘gastrology,” like the work of the ancient Epicurean 
who, as Athenaeus says, “‘made a voyage round the in- 
habited earth for his belly’s sake”’ (I omit the rest of 
the quotation) and wrote up his adventures in epic 
form. No, these Dons were true deipnosophists, dinner- 
philosophers, whose talk was as much wittier than their 
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successors’ as their appetites were more capacious. Mr. 
Tuckwell draws the comparison neatly: 


The Common Rooms to-day, as I am informed, are swamped 
by shop; while general society, infinitely extended by the aboli- 
tion of College celibacy, is correspondingly diluted. Tutors 
and Professors are choked with distinctions and redundant 
with educational activity; they lecture, they write, they edit, 
they investigate, they athleticise, they are scientific or theo- 
logical or historical or linguistic; they fulfil presumably some 
wise end or ends. But one accomplishment of their forefathers 
has perished from among them — they no longer talk: the 
Ciceronian ideal of conversation, o7ovdaiov ovdév, gidddovya 
multa, “Not a word on shop, much on literature,” has perished 
from among them. In the Thirties, conversation was a fine 
art, a claim to social distinction: choice sprouts of the brain, 
epigram, anecdote, metaphor, now nursed carefully for the 
printer, were joyously lavished on one another by the men 
and women of those bibulous, pleasant days, who equipped 
themselves at leisure for the wit combats each late supper- 
party provoked. 


That is well put, and is in the main true; but I should 
like to discourse on one of Mr. Tuckwell’s points — his 
unreserved condemnation of “‘shop,” which he connects 
with rather an unfair translation of Cicero’s Greek. The 
comparative dullness of conversation in the modern Hall, 
or in the American equivalent, is not to be laid to the 
intrusion of shop, but to the wrong kind of shop. The 
minute specializing of studies has brought about such a 
division of interests among scholars that you will scarcely 
find any body of men, nominally united, who have less 
in common intellectually than the faculty of a university. 
Only the other day I heard a biologist girding at a teacher 
of Greek for his concern with a remote and outworn 
civilization. It was easy for the Grecian to retort that 
after all the polity of the coral insect represented a stage 
of evolution immensely more antique than the constitu- 
tion of Athens two thousand years ago, and that the art 
of Sophocles and the philosophy of Aristotle were closer 
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to the business and bosoms of mankind than the skeleton 
deposits of the Anthozoan polyp. (Which last heavy- 
loaded phrase, however, I got from the encyclopedia, 
not from the professor’s lips.) The retort was effective, 
but it did not bring the two gentlemen closer together. 
And so, in the absence of any intellectual meeting-ground, 
except that of mere transient curiosity, college men are 
driven to the interchange of personalities and the dis- 
cussion of departmental wire-pulling, from which their 
only escape is the political news of the morning paper. 
Their shop is no better, for conversational purposes, 
than a department store. But it was not so when scholars 
were interested in the same group of subjects, with, of 
course, a human variety of views. Even the personal 
gossip of such a society took color from their more serious 
pursuits; even malice and backbiting spoke the dialect 
of the Muses, as anyone may discover for himself if he 
will read the memoirs of the day. Mr. Tuckwell, for 
instance, has a good deal to say of a certain “Horse” 
Kett, of Trinity, as he was called by reason of a long face 
dominated by a straight bony nose — an estimable gen- 
tleman withal, and not without critical acumen of a sort 
that won the respect of De Quincy. But his academic 
renown was owing to that equine countenance and to 
its power of “inspiring from the seniors jokes in every 
learned language, and practical impertinences from the 
less erudite youngsters.” ‘This Kett put out a rival to 
Aldrich’s book, which he entitled Logic Made Easy. It 
was a feeble and blundering thing, but provocative of 
high mirth, when Copleston of Oriel reviewed it in a 
scathing pamphlet, with the motto — 


Aliquis latet error; Equo ne credite, Teucril! 


Mr. Tuckwell would have come closer to the mark if, 
instead of contrasting shop and literature, he had said 
that the two were then one thing. We sometimes speak 
slightingly of the erudition of those cloistered Dons, and 
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use their idleness to point a moral or adorn ourselves; 
yet as a matter of fact many of them were prodigiously 
learned — only with a difference. What they knew, 
they knew. Perhaps the long-forgotten name of James 
Endell Tyler may be recalled as a type. “He was not a 
reformer of Churches and creeds,” we read of him in 
Mozley’s Reminiscences, “but he was an able and effective 
lecturer. He was no genius, it used to be said of him, but 
he could construe Thucydides ‘through a deal board.’” 
No doubt their reading was circumscribed, but that very 
circumscription had its advantages, in so far as it made 
learning a bond of sympathy rather than a dyke of separa- 
tion. The great masters of human experience were in 
their blood; they knew them by heart; thought as they 
thought; spoke their language, with perfect assurance 
that the most recondite play of wit or wisdom would be 
caught up immediately and answered in kind. Some of 
them may have quoted with the awful profusion of a 
Porson, who, as Byron declared, “used to recite, or rather 
vomit, pages of all languages, and could hiccup Greek 
like a Helot;” but Porson was a Cantabrigian, and a 
beast; and all good things may be abused — even temper- 
ance. And to the drunkenness of Porson we owe, it must 
be granted, the profoundest utterance of pessimism that 
has ever fallen from mortal lips. He was in his customary 
state one night. Wishing to blow out his candle, and 
seeing, as is said to be the way of the inebriated, two 
flames side by side where there was only one, he three 
times directed his swaying steps to the wrong image, 
and three times blew, with no effect, for the non-existent 
cannot be extinguished. Whereupon he drew back, 
balanced himself, and gave verdict: “‘Damn the nature 
of things!” 

It may be objected that all this erudition was sterile; 
it produced few books, and some of these were bad. The 
charge is fair, but there are alleviations. The barrenness 
is attributable in part to the kind of scholarship in vogue; 
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it was not the business of these men to decipher manu- 
scripts and investigate sources, and when they did turn 
to such work they were capable of making a mess of it. 
But if they had been better editors, does it follow neces- 
sarily that they would have been more interesting men? 
And there was another cause, a tradition that still lingers 
at Oxford through all the changes of the past fifty years. 
I remember not long ago talking with an Oxonian, of all 
places in a New York elevated train, about these matters. 
Somehow we had got to the question of the best model 
for the writing of Greek prose, and he appealed to the 
opinion of one of his teachers in favor of the simpler nar- 
rative style of Thucydides. I had never heard the schol- 
ar’s name — nor do I now recall it — and inquired about 
him. ‘‘Why,” said my friend, “he is probably the most 
learned man in Oxford, so nearly omniscient that his 
colleagues live in constant terror of his criticism.” I 
still expressed my surprise that a pundit of such renown 
should be unknown to me. “That is not strange,” was 
the reply, “for he has never published anything.” My 
surprise was increased, and I asked the reasons. ‘‘ Well, 
you know,” said my friend, who to his other charms adds a 
slight impediment of speech, “‘it isn’t quite g-good form 
in Oxford to p-print.” — A foolish tradition, I dare say; 
yet I challenge anyone familiar with the growing custom 
among us to appraise a man’s academic standing by the 
quantity of his output — often enough in the form of 
petty source-hunting —I challenge him to deny that 
such a tradition has its good side. 

It is not to be supposed that the scholarship of Oxford 
passed without comment at the time. Critics were ready 
then as now, though with less immediate effect, to de- 
nounce the narrow exclusive spirit of the place; and one 
series of criticisms in particular, appearing in the Edin- 
burgh Review, drew out apologies from Copleston, pub- 
lished in 1810 and 11, which contain paragraphs still 
readable to-day with profit and interest. To the reviewer’s 
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charge that classical studies are frivolous because they 
do not tend directly to what is called practical good, 
Copleston replies finely with a plea for “cultivation of 
mind which is itself a good, a good of the highest order, 
without any immediate reference to bodily appetites or 
wants of any kind,” and then appeals to what the Oxford 
tradition had done for the formation of character, and 
specially for character under the testing strain of war. 
“Tf classical education be regarded in this light,” he says, 
“there is none in which it will be found more faultless. 
A high sense of honor, a disdain of death in a good cause, 
a passionate devotion to the welfare of one’s country, a 
love of enterprise, and a love of glory, are among the first 
sentiments which those studies communicate to the mind. 
And as their efficacy is undoubted in correcting the nar- 
row habits and prejudices to which the separation of the 
professions gives birth, so in the rough school of war is 
it more especially exemplified in mitigating the tone of 
that severe instructor and in softening some of his harshest 
features.””»—- Can any one read the letters of Arthur 
Heath and of other Oxonians who went out the other 
day into the battle line and did not return, without feel- 
ing that even the remnant of the old tradition has not 
lost the power claimed for it by the Provost of Oriel? 


God rest you, happy gentlemen, 
Who laid your good lives down, 

Who took the khaki and the gun 
Instead of cap and gown. 

God bring you to a fairer place 


Than even Oxford town. 

I wish there were space to quote the striking words of 
Copleston on the mischief, even then threatening, of the 
undue predominance of Political Economy in education 
and among “the clamorous sciolists of the day;” what 


was once prophecy is now fact; but this is not my present 
theme. It is more to the point to show how the old tradi- 


tion, with all its exclusions, perhaps on account of them, 
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caught the abler youths of the day — and they are the 
only ones who count — in its spell and stimulated their 
ambition. Pusey’s mother, who as an old woman loved 
to talk of her famous son, used to tell how he had asked 
his father for a complete set of the Fathers as his reward 
for gaining a First Class; “and how in the Long Vacation 
he used to carry his folios to a shady corner in the garden 
which she pointed out, and sit there reading with a tub 
of cold water close at hand, into which he plunged his 
curly head whenever study made it ache.” Quite as 
significant is the account of the excitement roused by 
the success of Jowett, Pusey’s life-long rival, when he 
won a Balliol Fellowship in 1839. In the candidate’s 
home there is an outburst of joy as great as if he had been 
appointed Lord Chancellor, and in the university, as one 
of his friends writes, ‘“‘nothing has been talked about 
here so much for a long time.... ‘Little Jowett’ was 
nearly pulled to pieces.” Frankly, do we think so highly 
of getting a fellowship to-day? Is the business of educa- 
tion quite so serious an affair or so enthralling? 

Part of that ancient enthusiasm may be explained by 
the fact that success in the schools was an open door to 
the great prizes of State and Church; it was still true that 
knowledge of Greek seemed a proper claim to a bishopric. 
(I heard one of our bishops the other day derive “disciple” 
from the Greek didasko, “to teach”!) And this truth a 
Winchester lad of the day expressed with delightful 
naiveté in the closing lines of an Address to Learning: 


Make me, O Sphere-descended Queen, 


A Bishop, or at least a Dean. 


What prize, if any, his school bestowed on the poet I do 
not know, but he ended his well-planned career as Warden 
of New College and Bishop of Chichester. Nor was it 


the young visionary alone who beheld Learning as the 
patron of success. In one of his Christmas sermons the 


redoubtable Gaisford (to whom as an undergraduate his 
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Dean had observed, “You will never be a gentleman, 


but you may succeed with certainty as a scholar” — and 


become yourself a Dean, he might have added) stated 
the same truth with prosaic candor: “‘ Nor can I do better, 
in conclusion, than impress upon you the study of Greek 


literature, which not only elevates above the vulgar herd, 
but leads not infrequently to positions of considerable 


emolument.” 
It sounds a little queer and mercenary, put that way, 


though we can wish that the emoluments of scholarship 


were rather more considerable to-day; but there is another 


version of Gaisford’s word’s —I do not know which of 
the two is verbatim correct — which sets the matter in a 
different light. According to this report his exhortation 


to the study of Greek was on the ground that it would 


enable a man “not only to read the oracles of God in the 


original, but also to look down with contempt upon the 
vulgar herd.”” And on the whole this second version is 


the fairer representation of the spirit of the age. Lawn 


sleeves may have been a pleasant, and quite legitimate, 


incentive to the young student poring on his Aristotle 
and Origen, but I think he went to those great philosophers 
and theologians seeking first the oracles of God. I have 


said much of the more eccentric, even the coarser, habits 


of these cloistered scholars. We must take the good 
with the bad, and I fear that the old charge made in the 
time of Charles II might still be repeated of a certain 
Oxford set: “‘At a dingy, horrid, scandalous ale-house 
over against the college, Balliol men by perpetual ‘bubbe- 
ing’ added art to their natural stupidity to make them- 
selves perfect sots.”” Yet there was another side even 
to the indulgence in Port. 


“Narratur et prisci Catonis 
Saepe mero caluisse virtus, — 


with all its faults there is something generous about it, 
and if the Latin proverb says right, it is at least no enemy 
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to truth,” was the reply of Copleston to the Edinburgh 


reviewer who had scourged the university for its guzzling. 


Though a sprinkling of ‘‘ bubbeing”’ sots was to be reckoned 
with, nevertheless the real mark of this society was its 
conviction that it held a place set apart amid a world 


of indifference, as guardian of the truth; it still believed 


that scholarship was primarily concerned with the oracles 
of God. If we look below the surface, we shall find the 
very zest of those quaint characters that move through 


the memoirs of the day in their extraordinary mingling 


of personal eccentricity with religious regularity. Nor 
must we forget that the Oxford of ‘“‘Mo.” Griffith and 
his brother oddity was also the home of Newman and 


Keble and Pusey, in whom, however we may be disposed 


towards their particular dogmas, we must acknowledge 


that the zeal of God burned with a steady, almost a de- 
vouring, flame. 


But perhaps the best type of the Oxford I have in 
mind is not one of those eagles of the faith, but their 


servant and drudge in the intellectual battle, if I may so 
designate Charles Marriott without injustice to his noble 
simplicity. Eccentric he was, almost beyond credence. 


In the street his strange figure could be recognized afar 


by its involved mufflings of cloak and wrapper and veil. 


Indoors he wore a black silk skull-cap, which, from his 
habit of slumbering in public places, might often be seen 
nodding, with the drollest effect,— yet somehow he 
contrived to hear more in his sleep, and remember better, 


than other men who listened with head erect. His som- 
nolence, apparently, was only a deeper lapse in his normal 
state of absent-mindedness. If accosted suddenly in 
the street he would start and stare at you for a moment 
in utter silence, as though he had been walking awake 
in some other world, as no doubt he had been. And like 
the man were his rooms. In a biographical sketch, aptly 
entitled The Man of Saintly Life, Burgon gives a vivid 
account of one of Marriott’s breakfasts, to which, as 
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usual, the careless host had invited guest after guest 
at random with no thought of their number. What 
happened may be told in Burgon’s own words: 


On entering the dear man’s rooms next morning, whereas 
breakfast had been laid for ten, [we found] fifteen guests had 
already assembled. While we were secretly counting the tea- 
cups, another rap was heard, and in came two University 
Professors. All laughed: but it was no laughing matter, for 
still another and another person presented himself. The bell 
was again and again rung: more and more tea and coffee, — 
muffins and dry toast,— butter and bread,—cream and 
eggs, — chops and steaks, — were ordered; and “Richard” 
was begged to “spread my other table-cloth on my other table.” 
The consequence was that our Host’s violoncello, — fiddle- 
strings and music-books, — printers’ proofs and postage stamps, 
— medicine-bottles and pill-boxes,— respirator and veil, — 
gray wrapper for his throat and green shade for his eyes, — 
pamphlets and letters innumerable, — all were discharged in 
a volley on to the huge sofa. At last, by half-past nine (thanks 
to Richard’s superhuman exertions) twenty of us (more or less) 
sat down to breakfast.... I am bound to say that the meal 
was an entire success, — as far as the strangers were concerned. 
They were greatly entertained, — in more senses than one. 


Yet this same absentee from the world was a scholar 
of indefatigable industry, to whom Newman and Pusey 
could always turn for any onerous task of editing or 
translating in their paper warfare with rationalism. Nor 
would it be easy to say where, with such a man, scholar- 
ship ended and saintship began, so thoroughly were 
heart and brain in accord. He was one in whom the 
thought of self was lost in uninterrupted contemplation 
of God, one in whom the consummation of Aristotle’s 
theoria might seem to have been realized in Christian 
worship. ‘“‘There was,” says one who knew him well, 
“something unspeakably sweet and pure and simple, 
in the outcome of his habitual inner life.... To me he 
seemed habitually to walk with God.... He was of a 
kindred nature to the Saint who said, ‘When I am in 
heaviness I will think upon God;’ and who habitually 
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spoke of God as ‘his stronghold whereunto he might 
always resort, his house of defence and his castle.’” 

Now what strikes one in the Oxford of Mrs. Ward, 
as it would strike one still more in the Oxford of to-day, 
is the impossibility of meeting with such a character as 
that of Marriott: the eccentricity is gone, vanished with 
the last relics of medieval isolation; gone, too, the spiritual 
sense of an actual presence of the Deity. As for the ec- 
centricity, its disappearance, Mrs. Ward herself would 
probably admit, was caused in no small measure by the 
influx of women into a society of bachelors. With petti- 
coats came the world and the conventions of the world; 
manners were softened, the tongue was filed, angles of 
originality were ironed out; the drawing-room conquered 
the cloister. As for the second change, whether the in- 
trusion of women had anything to do with the synchron- 
ous extrusion of God, you will not hear from me; even 
if I believed in such a causal relation, I have too many 
misoneistic quarrels already in hand to risk the charge 
of misogyny. But I can tell you what Mrs. Ward would 
say: she would simply deny the fact of extrusion. That 
the religiosity of Newman and Pusey had been expelled, 
she would grant, and would boast, with reason, that 
her own pen had been one of the effective instruments of 
the expulsion; but she would uphold her sincere conviction 
that the idea of God had been merely purified by the pro- 
cess. For sucha tenet she does actually argue vehemently 
in a dialogue on The New Reformation contributed to the 
Nineteenth Century for March, 1889, as part of the acrid 
debate then waging between Huxley and the enemies of 
agnosticism. “The point is,” she declares, in reply to 
the fears of orthodoxy, — “the point is, What religion 
is possible to men, for whom God is the only reality, and 
Jesus that friend of God and man, in whom, through 
all human and necessary imperfection, they see the natural 
leader of their inmost life?” And, more succinctly, she 
adds: “‘God — though I can find no names for Him — is 
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more real, more present to me than ever before.” In 
like manner, with tacit reference to the criticisms that 
still emanated from the unreformed stronghold of Christ 
Church, she dwells in her Recollections on the deep re- 
ligious spirit of her beloved heretic, Jowett: 


If ever a man was Gottbetrunken, it was the Master, many of 
whose meditations and passing thoughts, withdrawn, while 
he lived, from all human ken, yet written down — in thirty 
or forty volumes! — for his own. discipline and remembrance, 
can now be read, thanks to his biographers, in the pages of his 
Life. They are extraordinarily frank and simple; startling, 
often, in their bareness and truth. But they are, above all, the 
thoughts of a mystic, moving in a Divine presence. An old 
and intimate friend of the Master’s once said to me that he 
believed “‘Jowett’s inner mind, especially towards the end of 
his life, was always in an attitude of Prayer. One would go 
and talk to him on University or College business in his study, 
and suddenly see his lips moving, slightly and silently, and 
know what it meant.” 


Now that there is an element of truth in what Mrs. 
Ward maintains, I would not deny; yet as I read the 
life of Jowett I cannot divest myself of the feeling that 
his religion is a kind of reverberation from forces which 
have ceased to operate — like the prolonged intonation 
of a bell after the last stroke of the hammer. It was 
Jowett who avowed that “Voltaire has done more good 
than all the Fathers of the Church put together;” and 
as he grew older his faith took on more and more the 
form of a belief with nothing to believe. ‘“‘Litanies should 
have no creeds;” all dogmas, including belief in a personal 
God and in immortality should be surrendered, and in 
their place religion should be steadied on what he under- 
stood — erroneously, it must be added — as Buddhistic 
nihilism. The “Divine presence” with him was “‘mystic;” 
what, one asks, was actually present? No doubt Jowett 
continued in the habit of inner worship, but the shrine 
before which his lips moved in meditation was empty, 
and what vitality his faith possessed was drawn, vampire- 
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like, from the heart of the men whose creed he had shat- 
tered. No doubt the idea of Deity, as Mark Pattison 
declared, misapplying a phrase of Coleridge’s, had been 
“‘defaecated to a pure transparency;” would it be unfair 
to reply that a pure transparency, so far as our corporeal 
or spiritual vision is concerned, means only a vacuum? 
The Oxford of Newman may have been superstitious; 
the Oxford of Jowett, despite Mrs. Ward’s protests, was 
rapidly becoming Godless. ‘The new scholarship is 
busied with investigation of manuscripts and scientific 
phenomena, and has no need of the hypothesis of a divine 
presence. So far as religion prevails, it is the religion of 
humanity, such as that for which Mrs. Ward pleaded in 
Robert Elsmere, not Newman’s religion of God and the 
individual human soul. Worship has been transferred 
from the pulpit of St. Mary’s to the recreation room of 
the Passmore Edwards Settlement. 

What this change means to education I have found 
curiously intimated in one of the smart sayings of Stephen 
McKenna’s Sonia. He has been describing his experience 
in an East End university mission, where, as he says, 
thirty per cent of his Oxford generation worked for longer 
or shorter periods, and he concludes: “I doubted, and 
still doubt, the possibility of friendship between a Shad- 
well stevedore and the angular, repellent product of an 
English public school and university; this is not to put 
one above the other, but merely to disbelieve the existence 
of a common intellectual currency.” — Not to put one 
above the other: can you imagine a scholar of Gaisford’s 
generation doubting in his mind whether the product 
of Winchester and Oxford, ceteris paribus, is higher than 
the product of the Shadwell docks? Yet just such a 
query, in less paradoxical terms, you may find in almost 
every recent book that reveals what is going on inside 
the minds of serious university men. Even Jowett could 
exclaim over his college as “‘a bad school for character,” 
where a “sort of weak cleverness” is fostered and “ manli- 
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ness” is impaired. If the modern report of university 
life is true, I wonder why we go on spending millions of 
dollars and pounds to maintain institutions which make 
men no better than stevedores, and why, on the other 
hand, we waste so much sympathy on life at the docks 
which makes men no worse than professors. Our ears 
have grown too squeamish to endure Gaisford’s blunt 
association of the oracles of God with contempt for the 
vulgar herd, nor do I think his a happy or quite a true 
definition of the aims of education; but one thing is certain: 
if the college as an institution is to retain any value above 
the shop and the market-place, if the pursuit of scholar- 
ship as an end in itself is to offer any satisfaction for the 
finer spirits of men, then, in some way, those studies 
must be restored to authority which give zest and signifi- 
cance to the inner life of the soul; and at the centre of 
that life, binding all its interests into one, lifting them 
above the grosser forms of utility, irradiating them with 
joy, must be the idea of God. 

I did not mean, when I began this account of Oxford 
before and after the reforms of the mid-nineteenth cen- 
tury, to end on so solemn an argument. What impressed 
me most while going through Mrs. Ward’s Recollections 
and recalling the reminiscences of the preceding genera- 
tion, was the simple fact that college society as portrayed 
in these books had grown in a few years comparatively 
less amusing to read about and distinctly less interesting 
to itself. I do not mean that Mrs. Ward’s chapters are 
without entertainment — I have said they were the most 
entertaining part of her memoir — but the college life 
she depicts has lost much of its peculiar tang and proud 
independence; already its main significance is in the 
comparison it evokes. The change, I think, will scarcely 
be disputed by any one conversant with the literature, 
though some may contend that the loss of interest is 
more than compensated by the suppression of quaint or 
ludicrous eccentricities. For my part I would not hold 
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a brief for mere eccentricity, however fond I may be of 
the well-crusted “character.” But that is only half the 
story. ‘The waning of interest, in its deeper aspect, is 
typical of an intellectual revolution which has grown more 
and more evident with the passing of the years, until 
now the ancient pride of the scholar and the self-content 
of the scholar’s career seem to have been swallowed up 
in the one prevailing note of distaste and dissatisfaction 
and apology. Professor Gilbert Murray, who is qualified 
to speak for the Oxford of to-day, complains of the satiety 
that pervades college life, and attributes it to the very 
liberation of mind and the enriching of the means of per- 
sonal satisfaction. ‘‘Whatever gifts Oxford may bring 
her children,” he says, “‘she is apt to bring steeped in 
the one poison that is fatal to poetry, the poison of satiety. 
A spirit of satiety broods over the rich meadows and the 
slow streams, over streets and towers and quadrangles 
and playing-grounds. Do you wish for games? There 
they are waiting for you, laid on like water or electric 
light, all the games that exist. If you can think of another 
it shall be brought; there shall be no trouble to you in 
the preparing of it, and no time for your hunger to grow. 
Do you wish for books? There they are, old and new, 
in convenient libraries and magnificent bookshops, more 
than you can ever read or look at; so many that the sight 
wearies you, and suggests, not a desire to be richly grati- 
fied, but an ever-mounting and fastidious duty.” This 
is no doubt a true account of the matter, true in a way; 
but going back to an earlier day, and studying the transi- 
tion from the Oxford of Newman to the Oxford of Mrs. 
Ward, I seem to see other causes at work than that heap- 
ing up of material resources which has turned the delight 
of scholarship into a fastidious duty. At least one can 
safely say that a unique interest was lost to learning 
with the admission of women into Oxford’s cloistered 
society and the banishment of God. 
Pau, Eimer More. 





LADIES OF LABOR AND LEISURE 


OT even for the sake of imposing a pet crotchet on the 
world could one wish longer life to the war. Yet how 
sad it is to see a large crop of most hopeful by-products 
nipped by an early frost of neglect, and tares triumphing 
among them! A few months ago conversion to almost any- 
thing that was not Teutonism, Bolshevism or conscientious 
objecting seemed sweet, easy and gregarious. But now 
cherished conservatisms beckon us back, and we are glad 
to leave the perfectibility of society to premiers and 
presidents, as of old. 

The particular reform whose underdoneness I linger to 
lament concerns the psychology of women’s clothes in war- 
time, and neither premiers nor presidents can do anything 
for it. I do not pretend that this is an earth-shaking 
matter. There are so many earth-shaking matters al- 
ready on our carpet that I am not sure I would produce 
another if I had it in my sleeve. But the merest quiddity 
must have a hearing, else it will resort to demonstrations 
out of all proportion to its size, like a small oppressed na- 
tionality. 

Speaking generally, one may say that women gained 
more and lost less from our brief experience of war than 
did men. I do not refer now to losses on the field of battle, 
but to what was happening in this country among non- 
combatants. Women were happy to find how keenly they 
were needed. Not only did they take upon themselves 
jobs that had always before been considered “man-size,” 
but they founded many activities of their own, and had 
begun to look upon themselves as being in a sense the 
service of supplies without whose labor of hand and brain 


the armies in France might go down to defeat. Working- 


women respected themselves for being workers—a senti- 
ment that as a class they had not entertained before. 
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They began to dress more suitably in order to work better. 
Undoubtedly the fascination of uniforms had something 
to do with it, and in some cases the Sam-Brown-ness was 
excessive, but the underlying intention was sincere. Take 
the group of women who were employed to clean locomo- 
tives in railroad yards. They did it well, and undrafted 
males were impressed with their thoroughness; but what 
most impressed them was the fact that the women ap- 
peared each day for ten days in white boots, and each day 
the boots were passably clean. 'Then the phenomenon 
vanished. The laborers had become penetrated with the 
notion that the cleaning of locomotives in order to buy 
white boots to soil in cleaning more locomotives to earn 
new white boots, and so on in endless cycles, was ineffec- 
tual heroism. They had tried for ten days to combine the 
boots with the locomotives, but the chemistry of the 
combination proving unsatisfactory, they gave up the 
boots. Two years ago they would almost certainly have 
given up the locomotives. Later these same women wore 
overalls during the working day. Overalls are lank and 
graceless garments, for which the most radical feminists 
feel no enthusiasm, yet they were part of the hard logic 
of locomotive-cleaning, and one may admire the spirit 
that accepted them. 

In the last months of the war New York swarmed with 
women in uniform as with men in uniform: motor-corps 
and ambulance-drivers, Blue-Triangle and Red-Cross 
workers, nurses, telephone-operators, yeowomen, police- 
women, conductor-women, actresses bound for overseas, 
and many more of strange insignia, whom we took on 
faith because they looked so personable and so capable. 
And where was the loss to the eye, accustomed to the 
variegated plumage of yore? I am bold to say there was 
no loss in the substitution of costumes that were neat, 


trig and generally becoming, for modishness that was 
often eccentric and over-elaborate, and so tended to 
degenerate rapidly into dowdiness. Not even uniforms 
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can make all women beautiful, else they might have com- 
peted with fig-leaves in the history of sartorial beginnings, 


But they can do for women what they do for men, which 


is to make them look fit and ready. That is not the same 
thing as being fit and ready, but surely must help towards 
it. And if beauty is there, it will not be destroyed. 


Masefield showed poet’s vision when he discerned that 


“beauty in hardest action” is “beauty indeed.” Women 
have so often dressed as if action of any kind were the 
most unbeautiful thing in the world! 

‘We are just breaking in a fresh batch of girls from the 


U. S.,” wrote an American woman in France. “This lot 


came over in costumes of their own devising instead of 
uniforms, and somehow they look rather messy, and seem 
not quite so prepared in spirit.” 


It is a curious fact that whereas for centuries women 


have been employed in work requiring no slight degree of 
physical exertion, they have quite generally endeavored to 


divest themselves of any appearance of inclination or 
capacities of the sort. The business or professional 
woman, as well as the woman who “does her own work,” 
has persisted in conventions of dress that emphasize the 
lily-of-the-field aspect by every device of fragility and 
futility. Who that has traveled by public conveyances in 
rush hours has not pondered in his heart the costumes of 
women workers? There would be a few in tailored suits or 
serge dresses toned to the bleak background of office, shop 
or school; but the majority were gallant imitations of 
ladies of leisure. It may well be that such attire, for all its 
careful avoidance of utilitarianism, has not prevented 
real application during work-hours, yet its assumption 
suggests that the day’s work is an unforseen incident, to 
be lived through in a spirit of aloofness. 

No doubt the shops are partly to blame for showing so 
little interest in anything that is not expensive, exag- 
gerated and perishable. But surely women workers are 
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good-custom enough to get what they want—if they want 
it. When the war made labor for women both patriotic 


and fashionable, Fifth Avenue itself became solicitous 
over proper habiliments for farmerettes and canteen- 
workers. Have women ever rebelled against any fashion 
that ladies of leisure, or the modistes that cater to them, 


have seen fit to inflict? For example, the narrow skirts of 


1912, of which another visitation is already upon us? 
They would have done finely for a certain Spanish Princess 
who lived centuries ago in an atmosphere of super- 


refinement to which Democracy may not aspire. She 


once honored a guild of mercers with an audience, and 
the unlucky men made the mistake of presenting her with 
several pair of silk stockings, then a luxury much appre- 
ciated by grandees. History does not tell us what the 
Princess did. Probably she fainted with the promptitude 


required by court etiquette. But her mistress of cere- 
monies rated the mercers out of the insulted Presence: 
“Fools, do you imagine that an Infanta of Spain has 
legs!” 

In 1912 we had completely inhibited those vulgarities, 
and were as legless as starfish — unless they are all legs. 
We had to be warped into street-cars. Before steps we 
were as incapable as if they had been precipices. Instead 
of walking, we inched along like paralytic caterpillars. 
Many protested that the steps of street-cars were un- 
fairly high, but few committed themselves to the heresy of 
wider skirts. Fortunately, before our feet had grown 
together, a liberating stroke of fashion plunged us into 
**sports”’ clothes. 

The complete failure of every dress-reform movement 
that history has known (and they’ve been many) would be 
truly disheartening were it not for the fact that the 
remedies have been so nearly akin to the diseases, or else 
so very much worse. Some that are fairly recent linger 
in the memory. One was the attempt of a well-known 
dancer to convert us to Hellenic modes. At almost the 
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same time an Italian lady was endeavoring to popularize 
the wrappings of Titian’s greatest Madonna. In the 
first case we should have been driven to frolic a great deal 
to keep warm: for our climate, unhappily, is not Attic; 
in the second, billowy enthronement alone would be 
possible. If beauty and grace are the primary obligations 
of womanhood, there is more to be said for either one of 
these revivals than for the grotesque toddling styles of 
1912. But no one of the three is ideal for the eight-hour 
day. 

Then there was the other kind of dress-reform: we were 
to show by our attire how reformed we were. Conventual 
garb never conveyed half so painfully the renunication of 
pomps and vanities as did some of these proposals. Do 
you recall the reform that pledged itself to mother 
hubbards, and revelled in shoes that pigeon-toed and had a 
frontal elevation, as if our ten toes reared heavenward by 
natural propensity? 


The shops make a great to-do over the sacred duty of 
expressing individuality by one’s clothes. ‘The motivity 
within this establishment,” declares a Fifth-Avenue firm, 
**is the intellectual and cultural interpretation of Woman’s 
Dress. It is the special pleasure and high privilege of this 
shop to create, to originate, to evolve, Fashions that go 
beyond the monotonous level of mere appareling, to 
transcend the mediocrity of commonplaces, to eschew the 
ephemeral foible or fad of a fleeting hour, to make of the 
mode a means of expression—a medium by which 
character and individuality are expressed. There is no 
slavish bending or conformance here to stultified tenets 
and codes of dress, no intent to clothe women in a dull 
uniformity and thus submerge instead of accentuate per- 
sonality.” 

Alas! what chance has woman under such treatment! 
How much freer, truer, more restful, more recognizable as 
herself, would she be in a “‘stultified tenet!”? On this 
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point of the expression of individuality, woman might do 
well to take a leaf from the book of stagecraft that Mr. 
Granville Barker and others have expounded. They have 
gone a long way towards proving that the more elaborate 
are the accessories of a drama — scenery, costumes, illu- 
sions directed to the eye — the less chance has the actor 
to appeal to the imagination. His illusion is shouted down 
by the very things that are intended to uphold him. 
Woman, like an over-anxious stage-manager, is in the 
habit of overwhelming herself. She has been so afraid 
that her individuality would not be expressed, that she 
has buried it as deep as if it were a crime. Of course if 
individuality is there, it will out, as inevitably as murder, 
but that is no reason for treating the two things alike. 
The clothing of men is nothing but “dull uniformity,” 
yet, taken as a sex, men are not less individual than 
women. This is not a plea for the adoption of men’s 
styles by women. When one thinks of “boiled shirts,” 
padded shoulders, stiff collars, and the anxiety of main- 
taining perpetual creases where the human anatomy is 
best calculated to eradicate them, it is clear that a price 
has been paid for plenty of pockets and freedom to step. 
But the very monotony of masculine dress gives the man 
inside a chance to make his own impression. His “sub- 
stance,” as the medievals might say, is neither marred 
nor enhanced by his “accidents” — provided the latter 
are reasonably tidy. Whereas a woman must hold her own 
against her clothes. 

Either it is the inertia of habit that has led women 
workers to dress as if they were movable features of a 
decorated interior, or else they are still true in spirit to 
the ideal of being a lady of leisure, and are unwillingly in- 
volved in the activities of the world outside of home. 
Again I quote with misgiving the advertisement of the 
Fifth-Avenue merchants — I mean “‘shop keepers,”’ bless 
their modest honesty! 

“The most recent and attractive structural improve- 
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ments take form in suites of private chambers which 
make for a better display of the more rare fashion achieve- 
ments, and which permit the making of selections undis- 
turbed in an atmosphere and environment of pleasing 
privacy. ... The bride-to-be may review for her 
delectation all the dainty and intimate things prescribed 
for the trousseau. ... Here repose (sic) in chests of 
drawers lingerie that is not commonly exploited, under- 
garments which insure the delicious consciousness that 
you can become the possessor of a trousseau that is marked 
by a rare originality and fineness — underthings that 
have not been subjected to the all-seeing gaze of the 
merely curious.” 

Surely this is just the place for the wives of Haroun-al- 
Raschid, or for the Spanish Infanta. But is perfumed 
hush and silken seclusion the yearned-for environment of 
women who helped to win the war? Is Maeterlinck right 
in his contention that what women really want is Blue- 
beards enough to make life sumptuous and interesting? 
A full-page advertisement in the Sunday papers speaks 
strongly for the confidence of the advertiser in the seduc- 
tions of his address. 


It may be that Sunday papers, which tend to deepen 
pessimism on other scores, have wrought upon us unduly 
here. Perhaps all that is wrong is that the conservatism 
of woman has lingered in non-essentials, while she is 
striving for a freedom that is not of the body. Perhaps 
the woman worker is gloriously intent upon things that 
the wives of Bluebeard and Haroun were unable to glimpse 
through the chinks of their lattices. I shall not begrudge 
her the finest feathers on the market, if she will but dis- 
tinguish between fineness and foolishness. I would have 
her dress as she pleases in the leisure of evenings — It will 
be a lengthier leisure some day when the world comes to 
understand what the worker needs for the sake of work- 
manship. Against that halcyon time when (presumably) 
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all strikes shall have been struck and hours of work are 
shorter and pay-envelopes plumper, I would have the 
woman worker develop tastes and aspirations for many 
things besides clothes, so that she may not then be em- 
barrassed by more time and more money than the most 
enthusiastic devotion to the art of dress can absorb. 

If women are to gain ground in the economics of the 
future, if they are not to be relegated as a class to work 
whose chief requirement is dull patience, they must enter 
upon their labor with will and spirit as they did during the 
war. If they value what they are doing, they will wish to 
look as if they could do it, instead of looking as if they 
couldn’t and wouldn’t. It is Pasteur who said, “One 
must not make a hard and fast distinction between the 
time when one is working and the time when one is not 
working.” A high and searching test that few can meet 
perfectly, yet the happiness of this workaday world hangs 
on the progress that we make towards meeting it. The 
gradual alleviation of hard, grubby and monotonous toil 
will bring us nearer; the rest lies in the workman’s respect 


for his work. 
VioLteT BarBour. 








THE GOVERNMENT AND THE RAILROADS 


I 


HAT is to be done with the railroads? They were 

taken by the President for the national defense. 

But the war emergency has passed, and from over the 

country comes an insistent demand that the Government 

speedily return the roads to their owners, and at the 

same time reform our antiquated system of railroad regu- 
lation. 

But a little while ago Government ownership of all 
the means of transport and communication was looming 
on the horizon as the major issue of national politics. 
The Republican party was evidently eager to go before 
the country in opposition to state socialization of indus- 
try, but shrewd Democratic leaders saw which way the 
wind was blowing, and almost overnight Government 


ownership was found to be without any real support as 
an issue between the great parties. The Democratic 
press is now pointing out that the party never was a 
Government-ownership party, and that it was the wily 
Republicans who were trying to force the issue. 


Meanwhile the Government has on its hands 260,000 
miles of railroads, receiving from the public more than 
five billion dollars a year, paying two and three-quarters 
billions in wages to two million workers, buying more 
than one and a half billions worth of steel products, 
coal and other supplies, and obliged to find more than 
five hundred millions of new capital each year for the 
necessary expansion of facilities. During the few months 
that the Government has directed railroad operation it 
has increased the cost to the public of freight and pas- 
senger transport more than a billion dollars a year: the 
service that was done for four billions now costs more 
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than five. It has raised the payroll by nine hundred 
million dollars. It so miscalculated its probable income 
and outgo that instead of making an expected surplus 
above the rental to be paid the owners, it was obliged 
at the end of the first year of Government operation to 
go to the Treasury for two hundred millions to make 
up a deficit; and it is now losing close to a million a day. 
For the moment the owners—those hundreds of 
thousands of investors who never attend a shareholders’ 
meeting, and those millions of citizens whose indirect 
ownership in the companies is held for them in trust — 
these owners are fairly comfortable. The Government 
is paying them a rental of $900,000,000 a year, or about 
five per cent on their $18,000,000,000 of property. They 
are in receipt of their interest and dividends. Many of 
them, no doubt, taking a purely selfish view of the situa- 
tion, would be glad to have the Government permanently 
shoulder the burdens and hazards of the business, con- 
tinuing to pay them the rental for the use of their prop- 
erty. But the owners are not in so secure a position as 
might seem to one who does not look ahead. Within a 
few months the Government will return these properties 
to the owners. The rental will cease; there will be no 
convenient Treasury from which to make up an operating 
deficit. If the new rates fixed by the Railroad Adminis- 
tration are insufficient to meet the higher operating costs 
the resumption of private management might easily be fol- 
lowed by a financial collapse that would shake the country. 


II 


The experience of the Government with railroad opera- 
tion has not been a happy one. For that matter, the war 
played havoc with railroad finance in all the Allied coun- 
tries. The English roads are potentially bankrupt, and 
nationalization seems to be the only way out of the muddle. 
In France the companies are hopelessly in debt to the 
State as a result of the very large advances that had to be 
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made to them on account of the guarantee of income. 
Our problem is simple compared with theirs. In this 
country, at least, we have pretty well determined what 
general course we are going to pursue with relation to 
Government ownership and operation, and this is more 
than they have been able to do abroad. 

The President will relinquish control of the roads some- 
time before the expiration of the period named in the 
law — twenty-one months after the declaration of peace. 
Of this there can now be no doubt. The former Director 
General, apologizing for the unsatisfactory results of the 
first year of Government operation appealed to the Dem- 
ocratic Congress for an extension of Government con- 
trol to five years after the war, in order that an adequate 
test might be made of nationalized operation. His suc- 
cessor argued eloquently to the same purpose. But Con- 
gress turned a deaf ear to the proposal, and from over 
the country rose an angry protest against further Govern- 
ment meddling. 


It would need a deep searching into political psychology 
to determine just why public opinion has so rapidly and 
unmistakably crystallized in opposition to Government 
ownership. It may be that our sudden emergence from 
the war for democracy has left us with such a repugnance 
from Prussianism, autocracy and centralization of political 
power that we have unconsciously reverted to our older 
ideals of individual freedom. The old /aissez faire doc- 
trine that the State should undertake nothing that can 
be better done by private initiative, so well expounded 
by Herbert Spencer and his followers, ran all through the 
President’s address to the Congress before his first de- 
parture to the Peace Conference. He not only suggested 
the early relinquishment of Government control of the 
railroads, but threw aside as visionary the idea that the 
Government should keep its hand on industry during 
the period of transition from war to peace. 





The Government and the Railroads 305 


It is also plain that public opinion in this country has 
been strongly influenced by the political chaos in Russia 
and the Central Empires and the rumblings of trouble 
nearer home. The reaction against the excesses of Bol- 
shevism is plain. There is an evident purpose throughout 
the country to get back as soon as possible to American 
fundamentals, and to work out our future salvation on a 
foundation tested during the long years we were rising 
to our present position as a world power. 


A factor more evident is that the country has had a 
taste of political domination of the railroads and finds 
that the reality compares most unfavorably with the 
promise of political prophets. It was with high hopes 
that the Administration undertook the operation of the 
railroads as a unified national system. Great operating 
economies were to be effected, the labor problem was to 
be settled, and complete codrdination of all transporta- 
tion facilities with the elimination of wasteful competition 
was confidently anticipated. Time and time again rail- 
road critics had painted a roseate picture of the varied 
economies that would provide for rising labor and material 
costs and make rate increases unnecessary. The Govern- 
ment, with a popular and able Director General, and an 
expert administrative staff picked from the best managed 
roads, started out to show how the transportation system 
could be conducted with a maximum of efficiency. Hun- 
dreds of millions a year were to be saved. The Railroad 
Administration was obviously in a very advantageous po- 
sition to achieve its goal. It was bound by no restrictive 
laws, as the private companies had been. The war power 
of the President was such that every Federal and State 
legal obstacle could be set aside, and these handicaps that 
for years had obstructed the development of the rail- 
roads under private management were at once removed. 

But, to the amazement of those who had been dream- 
ing of other things, it was soon found that Government 
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operation was resulting, not only in poorer service, but 
in much higher charges for this deteriorated service. 
Within a short time after the Railroad Administration 
took charge, the Interstate Commerce Commission granted 
an advance in rates to the Eastern roads that a short while 
before had been refused the private companies; and a 
little later, by Presidential order, without any public 
hearing, there was a wholesale advance in both freight 


and passenger rates. The Government marked up over- 
night the price of transportation to the public from 
$4,000,000,000 a year to $5,000,000,000; and at the same 


time began effecting economies which meant a deteriora- 


tion of the service. 

When the former Director General retired to private 
life he presented to Congress some detail of these savings. 
They amounted, so far as he could then ascertain, to 


$120,000,000 a year. But it appeared that $80,000,000 


came from taking off passenger trains and crowding the 
remaining trains— a war sacrifice that the people at 
home gladly made to provide more transportation for 


our men and munitions bound overseas. The people 


would have done entirely without civilian passenger 


service — they would have crawled on their hands and 
knees — if this had been necessary to make sure that our 
armies would be sent to France in time to turn the tide 


of battle. But this war sacrifice of passenger facilities 


surely cannot by any honest use of the word be described 
as an economy. ‘The bulk of the other savings were 
similarly made — the cutting out of informative advertis- 


ing, the closing of travel and traffic bureaus, the reducing 
of comforts — all war sacrifices that the public cheerfully 


accepted as necessary to the winning of the war. In fact, 
nearly all the “‘savings”’ of the Railroad Administration 
were made in the same way that the people saved bread 


and meat and sugar. The people did without in order 


that others might have. With the return of peace most 
of these economies vanish. 
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III 
Against these disappearing economies must be set the 
extraordinary increases in operating costs, the bulk of 


which are permanent and for a long time to come will 


be an almost insuperable obstacle to any reduction in 
the charges for transport. ‘The actual increase in ex- 


penses in the year of Government operation, as compared 


with the last year of private operation, was $1,150,000,000, 
of which $525,000,000 was for coal and materials, and 
$625,000,000 for labor. The high prices for supplies were 
the inevitable result of the war, and the Government took 


commendable measures to keep them within bounds; 


the same high prices would have been paid by the rail- 
roads had they continued under private management. 
These war time prices are falling, but there is little hope 


of getting back to the prewar level, on account of the 


greatly increased labor cost. 


The wage advance is much more than appears on the 
surface of the accounts, because very considerable increases 
were made late in the year, and the payroll is now at least 


$90,000,000, or 50 per cent higher than in the last year 


of private operation. It is this unprecedented addition 
to the cost of producing transportation that has upset 
the calculations of the Administration and destroyed 


any hope of economical national operation. 


When the Government took control it was recognized 


that wage advances ought to be made to many of the 
employes; their compensation could not meet the higher 
cost of living, in spite of the fact that the railroad com- 


panies, since the outbreak of the war in Europe, had ad- 


vanced wages by $350,000,000 a year. It was the belief 
in Washington at the time that a duplication of this ad- 
vance would be more than the workers would need, or that 
a generous wage board would be likely to award. The com- 


mission, headed by a member of the Cabinet, after making 


an exhaustive study of the subject, recommended advances 
aggregating $288,000,000; and, in making its report, it 
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asked the public not to look on this amount as “‘stagger- 
ing,” as it was an average increase of only fifteen per 
cent. 

But that was only the beginning. It was soon found 
that other classes of workers were dissatisfied. “If those 
fellows deserve what they are being paid, then we ought 
to get more,” was heard all along the lines. The Adminis- 
tration found that instead of settling the labor problem, 
he had just begun to deal with it. A series of supplements 
to the original award began to issue from the office of 
the Director General, each of them involving many mil- 
lions, and at the end of the year the advances amounted 
to more than three times the original award, with still 
more to follow. It needed a man of great courage to re- 
sist the appeals of the labor spokesmen, especially when 
these appeals had behind them the weapon of the strike; 
and the Administration was ready, in the national de- 
fense, to make almost any sacrifice rather than see the 
transport of troops and munitions of war stopped for a 
single day. 


Lloyd George had the same problem to face in Eng- 
land, only in much more aggravated form. He dealt 
with it with as much courage as he could, but he was 
always looking across the Channel at that line of English 
soldiers with their backs to the sea. 

When the English Government took control of the rail- 
roads for war purposes, guaranteeing the prewar income 
to the owners, the annual revenues were $680,000,000, 
coal and materials cost $180,000,000, the payroll was 
$250,000,000, and there was left for capital $250,000,000, 
or somewhat less than four per cent on the investment. 
The wages were low, and they seemed even lower in 
comparison with the earnings of munition workers. The 
Government attempted to deal with the problem by giving 
“war bonuses” based on the rise in the cost of living. 
The workers gladly took the money but they objected 
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to the way it was tagged. They wanted wages, not bon- 
uses; and the Government soon dropped the word. These 
advances were repeated at intervals during the war, until 
they finally amounted to $280,000,000, or more than the 
original payroll. And at the end of the war the Govern- 
ment was obliged to grant the eight-hour day, adding 
$120,000,000 more, making a total advance of $400,000,000, 
or 140 per cent. The English railroad payroll is conse- 
quently up to $650,000,000 a year, close to the total 
revenues at the beginning of the war. An increase in 
passenger fares has added considerably to the revenues, 
but hardly enough to pay for coal and materials, after 
meeting the payroll. The workers, in fact, have taken 
all the receipts of the companies, and the Government is 
paying the rental out of the public Treasury. 

The English roads are potentially bankrupt. If re- 
turned to their owners they could not earn dividends or 
interest; some of them would probably not even earn 
operating expenses. How private management is to be 
resumed is a difficult problem, so difficult, indeed, that 
it is believed the only way out of the muddle is national- 
ization. A freight rate increase of fifty or sixty per cent 
would be necessary to enable the companies to survive, 
and no Government would have the courage to grant 
such an increase. Nationalization would make possible 
covering the deficit by general taxation, just as the French 
Government absorbs the losses of the State Railways. 
Our Administration did not make the mistake of England 
in meeting rising labor costs out of the Treasury; the 
Director General here boldly raised rates by a billion 
dollars to keep the roads self-sustaining — his only mis- 
calculation was the amount of additional rates needed: 
he made a mistake of several hundred million dollars. 

Fortunately the American roads have not become so 
hopelessly involved with the public finances as have the 
English and French roads, and we can soon restore our 
roads to their former managements and retain for the 
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country the obvious advantages and efficiency of private 
ownership and operation. The country today is almost 
unanimously of the opinion that the roads ought to be 
restored at the earliest possible date, and that the Govern- 
ment should speedily divorce itself from the business of 
railroading. As a matter of honest dealing, and to insure 
the future solvency of the companies, the Government 
has three duties to perform before it relinquishes control 
of the properties: (1) it must provide for the funding of 
the railroads’ debts to the Government, growing out of 
additions to the lines during the period of Federal con- 
trol; (2) it must make good any depreciation in the prop- 
erties resulting from its failure to perform necessary 
maintenance work; (3) and, what is of the greatest im- 
portance, it must make sure that the rates it has estab- 
lished and that will continue in force are adequate to 
meet the higher operating costs it has placed on the roads. 


IV 


But the larger question growing out of the return of 
the roads to private operation is the one brought before 
the Congress by the President when he said in December 
last: “‘It would be a disservice alike to the country and 
to the owners of the railroads to return to the old con- 
ditions unmodified. Those are conditions of restraint 
without development. There is nothing affirmative or 
helpful about them. Some new element of policy, there- 
fore, is necessary.” 


What are these restraints to development? What are 
the reforms that ought, in the public interest, to be made. 
What, in fact, is the railroad problem before the new 
Congress? And what ought Congress to do? 

The fundamental difficulties that the railroads have 
faced in recent years are: 

(a) The Federal and State Governments, in regulating 
rates, have failed to allow prompt advances to meet the 
rising cost of labor and materials. 
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(b) The States, through their legislatures and com- 
missions, have not only placed obstacles in the way of a 
unified policy of national regulation, but have broken 
down the rate structure by substituting lower State rates 
for higher Federal rates. 

(c) Federal laws forbid the combinations and mergers 
of railroad lines and facilities demanded in the public 
interest. 

These obstacles were immediately thrown aside by the 
Railroad Administration when it assumed control. The 
Director General raised the rates as much as he thought 
was necessary to meet his higher costs — the advance 
in the East was three times as large as the roads had ever 
had the courage to ask for, and eight or nine times as 
large as they had ever received. He cast aside all Federal 
and State laws that in any way interfered with the free 
operation of the roads as a national system. The business 
was conducted, in fact, unrestrained by the handicaps 
under which the private managements had labored. 

During Government control the public has had an 
object lesson in the benefits to be derived from the re- 
moval of restrictions to the merger of competitive lines 
and the common use of facilities. The country will not 
willingly abandon these reforms, and there is abundant 
evidence that public opinion strongly favors such a modi- 
fication of the anti-trust laws that apply to railroads, 
as will permit combinations in the public interest. The 
Interstate Commerce Commission has recommended such 
a revision of the laws, and Congress is ready to act. 


The conflict between State and Federal regulation 
presents a more serious problem. While there is a strong 
public opinion in favor of giving to the Federal Govern- 
ment absolute control of railroad regulation, especially as 
to rates, this opinion is not, in the judgment of political 
leaders in Washington, sufficiently crystallized to war- 
rant the drastic legislation that the situation really re- 
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quires. Here again the experience of the Railroad Ad- 
ministration has been a good object lesson, although the 
rebellion of the State commissions against orders of the 
Administration shows that a truly national system of 
regulation will not be achieved without a lively struggle. 
Exclusive Federal regulation of the issuance of securities 
is likely to be the first reform accomplished; then will 
follow the substitution of Federal for State charters — 
and that will mean the beginning of the end of the inter- 
ference of the States with national regulation. 


In the decade before the Government took control, 
when interest rates the world over were rising, inadequate 
rates resulted in a falling income; in consequence investors 
turned to ventures where there was a greater certainty 
of income or a larger opportunity for profit. The rail- 
roads, therefore, found it increasingly difficult to obtain 
from their shareholders necessary new capital for ex- 
pansion, and they were obliged to borrow the greater 
part of their new money; railroad debts, in bonds and 
notes, accordingly rose well above the danger point, and, 
as is the case in any business, the more the debts expanded, 
the more difficult it was to get any new capital from the 
shareholders. The interest of the creditors has been grow- 
ing larger, while that of the owners, or partners, has been 
growing smaller. 

The adequacy of rates is at the crux of the problem. 
As was so well stated by the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission in its decision in the 1910 Eastern Rate Case: 
“If we are to rely in the future, as we have in the past, 
upon private enterprise and private capital for our rail- 
way transportation, the return must be such as will in- 
duce the investment. It is, therefore, not only a matter 
of justice, but in the truest public interest, that an ade- 
quate return should be allowed upon railway capital.” 
The Commission in 1914 recognized that earnings were 
gradually declining, and that they were then below what 
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was demanded in the public interest, but it was only 
after strong pressure had been brought to bear by the 
White House that the Commission grudgingly allowed a 
small advance in rates. The advance granted in 1917 
was again plainly inadequate, as was shown by the very 
much larger advances made a few months later by the 
Government for its own benefit. The Commission has 
lacked the courage to deal boldly with rates, and has 
kept them just above the point of confiscation, rather 
than at a level that would encourage the free investment 
of capital. 


V 


How shall adequate rates be assured? Of the many 
plans presented since the end of the war, all are built up 
on one of these three foundations: 

(1) Private ownership and operation, substantially as 
it was before the war, with a positive Government policy 
encouraging prompt adjustments of rates to operating 
costs, assuring a return on capital liberal enough to invite 
new investment in competition with other industries. 

(2) Private ownership and operation, but with a Gov- 
ernment financial partnership, whereby the Government 
will guarantee a minimum income, and share in excess 
earnings, either (a) by a guarantee of earnings on all the 
roads of a given territory taken as a whole, or on the 
individual properties, or (b) by the guarantee of interest 
and dividends on securities. 

(3) Government ownership, or Government participa- 
tion in the ownership, with private operation. 

Public discussion is now largely concerned with the 
question of a guarantee of earnings. This proposal is 
not be confused with the guaranteed rental the Govern- 
ment is now paying for the use of the roads. There is a 
vast difference between a guaranteed rental for the use 
of the railroads, paid to the owners by the Government 
out of the net revenues it receives while in possession of 
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their properties, and a guarantee to these same owners, 
while they are operating the properties for their own 
account, that their profits shall not fall below a certain 
minimum. 


It is true that the system of regulation under which 
the roads were operating before the war was in theory a 
Government guarantee of earnings. Having assumed 
control of the income of the roads, through the fixing of 
rates, the Interstate Commerce Commission, by act of 
Congress, was bound to fix reasonable rates and not to 
establish a level that would in effect confiscate the prop- 
erty. The practical working of this guarantee-in-theory 
has been that, in a period of rising commodity prices, 
the Commission has been slow to respond to the appeals 
of the roads for relief, and transportation has starved 
while the Commission has deliberated. 


The advocates of a positive guarantee of a minimum 
income assert, with some basis of fact, that the old system 
of an implied guarantee of non-confiscation has broken 
down, and that there must be something more substantial 
to attract the hundreds of millions of new capital the 
railroads must have each year to keep abreast of the 
commerce of the country. One proposal, coming from 
insurance companies and other institutions having a large 
investment in railroads, is that the Government shall 
guarantee that the income of the roads in each of the 
three rate territories (East, West and South) shall aggre- 
gate six per cent on their property investment, and that 
individual roads earning more than six per cent shall 
share their excess profits with the Government. Another 
proposal, put forward by one of the ablest railroad bank- 
ers, is that the Government shall guarantee a minimum 
income to each company, on its true valuation, and that 
profits in excess shall be shared with the Government. 
Most of the guarantee plans include some kind of profit 


sharing with labor. 
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The proposal of a Government guarantee of earnings 
is by no means novel. Such a system has been in opera- 
tion in France for many years, and it is interesting to 
observe the results. The most important of the succes- 
sive contracts between the Government and the rail- 
roads was that of 1883, which provided: 

(a) Six regional monopolies, radiating from Paris. 

(b) State participation in the first cost of a number 
of weak lines to be absorbed by the great companies, and 
in the construction of certain new lines. 

(c) State guaranty of interest and amortization of 
bonded debt, and guarantee of minimum dividends and 
amortization of share capital; funds advanced by the 
State under the guarantee to be loans at 4 per cent, to be 
repaid from future earnings or to be balanced against 
the rolling stock at the end of the concession, or in case 
of purchase by the State. 

(d) Earnings in excess of the guarantee (after payment 
of any debt to the State) to go to the shareholders up to a 
certain level; after that two-thirds of the excess to go to 
the State. 

(e) At the expiration of the hundred-year concessions 
(1950-60) the properties to revert to the State, the com- 
panies to be paid for their rolling stock and supplies. 

(f) The State (after 1898) to have the option of pur- 
chasing any system by paying for the rolling stock and 
supplies, and by paying the company for the remaining 
years of the concession an annual sum equal to the average 
net income of the best five out of the preceding seven 
years. 

The expectation was that, after a few years of develop- 
ment, during which time the State would be obliged to 
advance the companies funds with which to pay charges 
on capital not yet yielding a profit, there would follow 
a period of expanding business and rising earnings that 
would enable the companies, first, to repay their advances 
from the public Treasury and, later, increase their divi- 
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dends to the point of profit sharing with the State. It 
was confidently anticipated that at the end of the con- 


cessions the six great lines, developed to the point of 


perfection under private ownership and operation, would 
automatically become the property of the State, free of 
all capital charges, and with such profit-making possi- 
bilities that they would provide the funds to meet a large 


part of the general expenses of the State. But the results 


of the French guarantee system have been disappointing. 
There has been no profit-sharing. The Western, after 
forty-four years continuous appeal to the State on ac- 
count of its guarantee, became so hopelessly involved 


in the Treasury finances that the State in 1908 was com- 


pelled to exercise its purchase option. Incidentally it 
has become a greater burden to the Treasury under State 
operation than it was under private operation. The 
Midi, in the half century prior to the war, was able in 


only a dozen years to meet its interest and dividends out 


of earnings. The Paris-Orlzans, which at one time had 
some hopes of becoming self-supporting, was just before 
the war making large appeals to the Treasury. The Est 


was self-supporting before the war. The Nord and the 


Paris-Lyon-Meéditerranée have always been prosperous 


and had no need of a guarantee. 
State aid in the pioneer days of railroad building in 
France was of great assistance in providing the capital 


needed for these enterprises, and in bridging the com- 


panies over the early lean years, but in later years the 


guarantee has only served to entangle the weaker roads 
in politics and public finance. It has been a handicap 
to progress, and has stunted private initiative. In the 


French railway administration there is much discussion 


of what they term a régie désintéress@e, that is, an unin- 
terested management. With earnings guaranteed, no 
financial penalty for inefficiency, and no hope of reward 
for efficiency, a company with continuously inadequate 


earnings inevitably drifts into a régie desintéress¢e. The 
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spirit of initiative is killed, and there is a lowering of 
operating efficiency. The war, of course, has been an 


enormous burden to the French roads, and their debts to 


the State, in addition to the losses they suffered in North- 
ern France, are very heavy. The financial reconstruction 
of the companies is one of the most pressing domestic 


problems France has to deal with after the establishment 
of peace. 


The experience of one country is seldom an unfailing 
guide for another, because of differences in economic 


conditions, racial characteristics, and national traditions 


and ideals, but if in this country we embark on a policy 
of Government guarantee of income on railroad invest- 


ments, we must do so with our eyes open to the possibili- 
ties it invites. If the Government directly guaranteed 


the income on private investments, how long would it be 


before the Government assumed control of the business, 


especially if the private managements failed to earn the 
income guaranteed, and the public Treasury had to make 
up the deficit? And would not a guarantee of this char- 


acter inevitably deaden private initiative? It is the fear 


of failure as well as the hope of reward that drives men 
to do their best: to give insurance against failure is to 
remove one spur to achievement. If Congress inaugurated 
such a partnership between the Government and private 


capital, and a large burden eventually fell on the Treasury, 


as has been the case in France, how long would it be 
before Congress would turn the whole arrangement up- 
side down? Instead of getting the railroads out of politics, 


would not such a partnership inevitably drag them more 


deeply into the meshes of partisan struggles? In a word 


would not direct guarantee of railroad income by the 
Government inevitably lead to Government ownership 
and operation? 


To the proposal that the Government shall purchase 
the roads from their owners and lease them to private 
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operating companies— thus combining high Govern- 
ment credit with the high operating efficiency of private 
management — there appear to be insuperable objec- 
tions. Without guaranteeing the profits of the operating 
companies (which would deaden individual initiative 
and deprive the public of the greatest benefits of private 
operation) it would be impossible to attract private capi- 
tal to form them; the funds they would be able to use 
would be so small compared with the volume of business, 
that normal fluctuations in the revenues from year to 
year would either wipe them out or produce extraordinary 
profits. The operation would become a huge speculative 
enterprise, the very opposite of what is demanded in 
the public interest. But, even if it were practicable to 
lease the roads to private operating companies, such a 
system would soon lead to complete Government con- 
trol, and the abandonment of private operation. The 
Government would have invested, say, $18,000,000,000, 
while the operating companies would not need more than 
$500,000,000. With a financial interest thirty times as 
great as the private companies, the Government would 
sooner or later be compelled to manage its own business. 
It is plain that Congress could not long keep its hands 
off a business enjoying the use of billions of dollars worth 
of public property, paying out more than seven million 
dollars a day in wages to two million voters, and buying 
every day four million dollars worth of materials from 
several thousand private industries. This proposal would 
also involve Government direction as to how several 
hundreds of millions of new public money should be spent 
each year in railroad expansion — meaning, of course, 
that the political “pork barrel” with sectional “‘log- 
rolling” would supersede engineering judgment and finan- 
cial foresight. The public would not submit to such a 
political exploitation of its means of transport, and no 
responsible private capital could be found to engage in 
such a hazardous enterprise. 
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If we are to retain the advantages of private initiative, 
and save our transportation system and all our machinery 
of production from the deadening blight of political meddl- 
ing, we ought to consider well the dangers involved in 
any proposal for a financial partnership between the rail- 
roads and the Government. While before the war our 
system of public control had its obvious faults, under it 
was developed the most perfect transportation machine 
in the world. The best railroads of Europe are many 
years behind ours in engineering development and operat- 
ing efficiency. With this achievement before us, should 
we not attempt to correct the recognized faults in our 
system of regulation, and build on the sure foundation 
of the past, rather than enter on an era of political ex- 
perimenting with new and untried policies? If we are 
to have a more definite guarantee that capital and brains 
devoted to the production of transport shall be fairly 
rewarded, iet us find a formula that will not admit of too 
easy translation into Government ownership. 

Frank H. Fayanr. 





THE NEW HOPE IN HEREDITY 


I 


T has been written that man liveth not by bread 
alone; the other thing is hope. For this reason, in 
spite of Weismann, a large portion of the human race has 
persistently protested, even though somewhat silently, 
against the dogmas of pure Mendelian inheritance, and 
yielded to the hope that there might be something in the 
inheritance of acquired characteristics. Almost involun- 
tarily the human heart resents the Mendelian sternness 
which holds that only from quality can come quality and 
from pure worthlessness, only worthlessness. Against 
such veritable predestination and damnation of infants, 
the average man inclines to the gentler judgment and the 
wish that whatever his own weaknesses, they be not visited 
upon his children, and that, in proportion to their deserts, 
they be free to attain merit on their own. 

The problem of whether there is or is not an inheritance 
of acquired characteristics is, of course, an old one. With- 
out the acquirement of new characters, and without their 
inheritance, how came we here from presimian stock, how 
got we gentle cows from the cattle of the wilds, how came 
any present strain of living thing from a simpler pro- 
genitor? 

Differently framed, this matter of the acquirement and 
the inheritance of new characters is the question of the 
value of disciplinary education; of the basis for faith in 
the sureness of reward, even to their children, for those 
who meet squarely and overcome the difficulties of the 
day; of the sacredness of continuing the eternal struggle 
against the things that beset life from without and within. 

Before, however, we may presume upon what seems the 
correct answer in such ultimate issues, we must agree in 
Socratic fashion upon what we mean by a character, what 

320 
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we mean by the development or acquirement of a new 
character, and what we will accept as evidence of its 
transmission. 


II 


The obvious marks which give distinction or character 
to an object are those which have to do with its color, with 
its form or with its weight, and if we peruse the orthodox 
volumes on biology, it is at once apparent that full, and 
almost exclusive, use has been made of this easy basis of 
classification. For what is simpler, in order to distinguish 
a white hen from a red one, than the color; a lizard from a 
snake, than the possession of legs; a barnyard rooster from 
a Chinese pheasant, than size? 

This classification on the basis of morphology, while 
scientifically popular, begins to show signs of weakness 
when we carry it into the realm of the higher animals. 
Something less obvious than size or weight or color seems 
to distinguish a horse from a jackass, and an idiot from a 
wise man. Though a more elaborate fringe may serve 
to differentiate one unicellular organism from another, 
and though a blue foot may, to everybody’s satisfaction, 
win for an insect a compartment on the museum shelves 
separate from another with a pink one, things get more 
complicated as we carry our standards upwards. Here 
such criteria fail. Hens that look astonishingly alike fail 
to lay with equal ardor; black mulley cows turn out un- 
equally faithful in milk production; dogs, though they 
appear the same, hunt unequally; men though they look 
alike may be the chiefs or the inmates of an institution. 
Obviously, however interesting may be form, it is no 
index to functional capacity, and it is in the latter that we 
are really interested. 

Of course many attempts have been made and are still 
made to correlate form with function, but they have led 
less to light than to misunderstanding and to bitterness. 
We have tried to reason, for example, from big heads to 
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big brains and to big intellects; but big heads are often 
full of water, or come on the dullest of people; and the 
skulls of the intellectuals have often yielded an amazingly 
small dead weight of gray substance. 

For such reasons the better system of the functional 
classification of characters has come more and more to 
the front. In this is stressed not the weight or shape of an 
organ or an organism, but its ability to do work. It be- 
comes, now, not the brown or blue of an eye, but its ability 
to see; not the weight of brain substance, but its power to 
think; not the shape of limb, but its power to yield quan- 
tity or speed or accuracy of motion. 


III 


With this concept of character in terms of function in 
mind, what is meant by an acquired character? Here 
again definition is one thing, fact another. Since the is- 
sues at stake are not seen clearly even by the professional 
workers in these fields it may be expedient to relate a 
story upon myself since it shows the process by which my 
own thinking was clarified. 

As a new editor I had to pass upon the undisposed-of 
manuscripts which passing years had stranded upon my 
predecessor’s desk. Out of the midst of many divergent 
opinions one was universal, — his staff and mine agreed 
not to print a submitted note on the inheritance of ac- 
quit.d characters. I record the details because I began 
in sympathetic fashion to stand by them. The very title 
seemed enough to justify their decision: for had not the 
Lamarckian principle in the past century been philoso- 
phized and experimented into the discard? My prejudice 
lasted into the middle of the first paragraph of the article; 
at the end it died. “If you will look into your diction- 
aries” — thus it ran — “you will see that to acquire means 
to obtain by your own effort. A mutilation is therefore 
not an acquirement. When the tails of mice are amputated 
the acquirement is in the muscles of the amputator, not 
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in the tails of the mice.” Here is dealt the Brutus stab 
at Weismann’s heart: for this tailless-mice argument (to- 
gether with some high priori assumptions regarding germ 
cells) is the foundation of his and his followers’ biological 
philosophy. ‘There followed some mental housecleaning 
on my part, and an article by Casper L. Redfield went 
to the printer. 

With the clarification which this critical logic brings, 
much of what has seemed scientific and, superficially 
viwed, sound, goes overboard. It is necessary, therefore, 
to get clearly in mind just what is meant. The important 
point is in the shift given our point of view. Since the 
writings of Lamarck and of Darwin we have, of course, 
accepted as true that something changed and can change 
the characters of plants and animals; and particularly 
since the labors of the latter have we held that the environ- 
ment is in some fashion responsible. But we have con- 
sidered the environment too exclusively — the response 
by the organism too little. It is our own fault that we 
have done this; for a closer study of Lamarck would have 
taught us otherwise. 

Our quotation still holds the environment important 
in the biological drama — how very important we shall 
see later — but it no longer remains the purely external 
thing which, willy-nilly, compels change in the individual, 
but one which makes the individual a partner in the 
affair, and this in proportion to his reaction to that en- 
vironment. It makes primarily determinative not the 
load which weighs him down but the functional effort 
which he makes to carry it. This revised point of view 
makes valueless, so far as any importance for the problem 
of the inheritance of acquired characters is concerned, all 
the numberless experiments in which plants or animals 
have been mutilated, (by nature, by war or by laboratory 
experiment) poisoned or grown under abnormal circum- 
stances in order to see if the offspring would not repro- 
duce the physical stigmata which had been inflicted upon 
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the parents. Regularly such stigmata have not been 
reproduced. But these experiments of man or nature do 
not prove, as is so often claimed, that acquired char- 
acteristics are not inherited. They only prove that muti- 
lations enforced by accident or design are not inherited. 
The error is not in the response of nature but in the foolish 
reasoning of man which labels as acguired a character 
which has only been inflicted upon an unresponsive re- 
cipient. 

Is there at hand any evidence of the existence of any 
“new” character, as thus defined in terms of function, 
in either animal or plant strains which was not present 
in earlier generations and if so, how was it “acquired”? 
Or, given such a truly acquired character, can it be trans- 
mitted to another generation? 

Lamarck, almost a century ago, held that this could be 
done, that it was in fact the method by which animals with 
new characters are produced. He stated clearly that both 
the development and the loss of functional character was 
dependent*upon the amount of use or disuse to which it 
was put, and that such functional capacity and inca- 
pacity then expressed itself in the organs or organisms of 
the progeny. But a misunderstanding of what Lamarck 
really said, and the substitution for it of what others 
have thought he ought to have said, together with the 
making of experiments which, while good in themselves, 
were worthless in their bearing upon Lamarck’s teachings, 
these things have buried the original Lamarckian thought 
in a mass of rubbish. Since we are destined to go back 
to his teachings just as they were written it is well to insert 
here his own words, for a man should be judged by what 
he himself has said and not, as seems so universally the 
custom, by what someone has said he said. I quote the 
first and second laws of his theory of descent,! appending 
two paragraphs which might have been read as warnings, 


1 Lamarck, His Life and Work, by Alpheus S. Packard, page 303, New York, 
1901. 
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but now stand to mock the errors and false logic of the 
century gone since he penned them. 


First Law: In every animal which has not exceeded the term of 
its development, the more frequent and sustained use of any 
organ gradually strengthens this organ, develops and enlarges 
it, and gives it a strength proportioned to the length of time of 
such use; while the constant lack of use of such an organ im- 
perceptibly weakens it, causes it to become reduced, progres- 
sively diminishes its faculties, and ends in its disappearance. 

Second Law: Everything which nature has caused individuals 
to acquire or lose by the influence of the circumstances to which 
their race may be for a long time exposed, and consequently 
by the influence of the predominant use of such an organ, or by 
that of the constant lack of use of such part, it preserves by 
heredity and passes on to the new individuals which descend 
from it, provided that the changes thus acquired are common to 
both sexes, or to those which have given origin to these new in- 
dividuals. 

These are the two fundamental truths which can be misunder- 
stood only by those who have never observed or followed nature 
in its operations, or only by those who allow themselves to fall 
into the error which I have combated. 

Naturalists having observed that the forms of the parts of 
animals compared with the uses of these parts are always in 
perfect accord, have thought that the forms and conditions of 
parts have caused the function; but this is a mistake, for it is 
easy to demonstrate by observation that it is, on the contrary, 
the needs and uses of organs which have developed these same 
parts, which have even given rise to the condition in which we 
observe them in each animal. 


With the statement of these laws we may return to the 
evidence of our own day which proves the truth of these 
things, and for the unearthing of which we are indebted 
to Redfield. We shall begin with his observations upon 
the domesticated animals and see later how the laws which 
appear here, reappear in the story of the human race. 


1 Redfield’s first studies on horses appear in the Horseman, 1902 to 1906, and 
the Horse Review, 1904 to 1910; his studies on cows, in the Holstein-Friesian 
Register, 1907; a running account of his observations is found in his Dynamic 
Evolution, New York, 1914; see also his Great Men, Chicago, 1915, and various 
polemical discussions appearing in the Lancet-Clinic, the Chicago Medical Re- 
on the New York Medical Journal and other periodicals of the years 1914 
to date. 
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IV 
The high speed of horses at the trot is not something 


which was born into them in the Eocene; it has been 
developed since. A century ago horses could trot, but in 
the minds of those who follow the ponies today they did it 


indifferently well. Races were then won by what would 


now yield only carriage meat. Specifically, the best 
trotters could just cover a mile in three minutes. The 
records of some typical performers of the past century are 


shown in the following table: 


1818 Boston Blue................. 3:00 
wet ILO | er 224734 
IR on nd 5 ev es cin wees ses 2:32 


1845 Lady Suffolk. ... .2:29% 


1859 Flora Temple............... 2:1934 
1874 Goldsmith Maid............. 2:14 
1892 Nancy Manks............... 2:04 
ME IUNNUER SD oie s mies wai wiclactn Seintelets 1:58 


To account for such progressive increase in quality, one 
of two hypotheses is usually accepted. The superior thing 
may either originate de novo, in other words, a special 
creator or a special creative force must be assumed to be 
active every time a better thing springs from an inferior; 


or else we may accept the teaching of De Vries who holds 


that all newly created characters, as portrayed in varia- 
tions in species, are mere sports in the sense that the pro- 


genitors had latent within them all the possibilities for 


the new character. But there are serious objections to 


both these views. It does not explain anything to say 
that new characters are created de novo and De Vries’ 
view, even when admittedly correct, accounts for only a 


few of the instances observed in nature, If we try to make 


it fit all cases, then the parent amoeba must have contained 
within itself all the possibilities of the superior animals; 
in the organisms of our presimian ancestors must have 


resided the wise men of our own generation; in the origina 
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Eve must have been enchained the prototypes of Sappho, 
Catherine of Russia and George Eliot. 

If we try to discover why the horses of our century trot 
better than those of a preceding one, we may begin by 
saying that the speedier horses came to be such through 
better training and through the better development which 


results therefrom. Everybody agrees to this, but such 
explanation is not sufficient. Other horses which looked 
the same or better, with similar training, never developed 


enough quality to get near a track. In fact not only do we 


find acknowledged race horse stock failing to produce 


racers but, periodically, non-race horse stock turns out to 
be the progenitor of winners. Moreover, full brothers or 


sisters when equally trained show up as unequal perform- 


ers. Finally, there is no provision in Mendelian inheri- 


tance which allows one to get more quality from a pre- 
vious generation than was existent in it, and the table 
shows that the speed of an Uhlan was not in any of Bos- 


ton Blue’s generation. Race horses, in other words, like 


royal families, seem to come out of the blue and, into the 
blue, to vanish. What mean such apparent contradic- 
tions? 

A study of the stock records seems to show that race 
horses produced race horses only when they were raced, 


and that they ceased to be the fathers and mothers of 
racers when they retired to the pleasant home life of the 
breeding stable. On the other hand, stock not considered 


of high standard and on this account, we might almost 


say, hard worked in runabout or carriage, furnished the 
true blue blood and the veritable “dark horses” from which 
came winners. Since horses used for racing are not ordi- 


narily bred, while breeders are but rarely raced, these 


“peculiar” facts and apparent age-old contradictions of 


the breeding establishments become readily intelligible. 
The winners of a new generation are the progeny of hard- 
working parents, the losers the sons and daughters of the 


retired best families. 
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History shows that two hundred of the sons of Almont 
were used for breeding purposes. Of these, ten per cent. 
were raced while ninety per cent. were kept at home 
because they were considered too valuable for breed- 
ing purposes to have their energies sapped upon the 
track. As the successful sires of racing stock the raced 
sons, however, outranked the unraced as sixteen to one. 

But when in Almont’s own life did he produce his win- 
ning offspring? By tracing back the time of birth of his 
sons and daughters this point is found at the age of ten 
years. And where from a training point of view did he 
stand at this time? He lived altogether twenty years. Of 
these the first five were spent in training as a race horse, 
the next five in steady but moderately hard work, the 
last ten in a workless harem. Within two years after the 
assumption of his idle estate, he produced the last son or 
daughter which, because of quality, has lasted into the 
horse history of today. 

Like Almont, Belmont lived half of his twenty-five 
years in hard training and exercise, and half in idleness. 
His best sons were born during his period of activity, 
which comprised some eleven years; and of these sons, the 
best two were born at its height, and within two years of 
each other. The transition from the father of performers 
to the father of mediocrities was coincident with his change 
from work to idleness. 

The history of six horses studied in this fashion, which 
were the fathers of several thousands of immediate off- 
spring and of several tens of thousands of grandchildren, 
shows that three thousand of the progeny fell in the per- 
former class. Half of these, and practically all of the best 
ones, came from less than one hundred sons and the same 
number of daughters of the parent six, while the remaining 
and less valuable half came from seven hundred sons and 
an equal number of daughters. When the time of birth 
of the quality sons and daughters is traced back to the 
original sires it is found that they were all born at a time 
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when the sires were in the best state of active develop- 
ment. 

Let us see, now, over what road came race horse stock 
from progenitors who were in themselves decidedly middle 
class. Abdallah 1, because considered worthless as a 
breeder, was almost worked to death and then “turned out 
in the wintry blast on a sandy beach and permitted to 
starve.” Just before his end he sired Hambletonian 10, 
destined to be the great founder of American trotting 
stock. Hambletonian had one hundred and fifty sons 
which became the fathers of standard performers. One of 
these, known as Alexander’s Abdallah, died at the age of 
twelve with few offspring. ‘“‘His early life was abuse and 
drudgery. One of his offspring was Goldsmith Maid, 
for many years the most famous trotter in the world.” 

Among the other sons of Hambletonian was George 
Wilkes, who “was early sent to the track because no one 
would patronize him as a sire. He remained on the track 
until he was seventeen years of age and then was sent to 
Kentucky and bred on shares because no one would pay his 
stud fees. After he was dead, the blood of George Wilkes 
was more sought after than that of any other horse.” 

The reason why Abdallah was cast out, and why George 
Wilkes was raced to death, was because they were con- 
sidered worthless as the probable producers of winning 
stock. Because thus misjudged they were subjected to a 
training which might have killed them. Since it did not, 
it merely developed tremendously their trotting powers 
and it was this acquirement which passed into, and 
flowered in the sons. 

As the great rise, so also do they fall. Due to the prac- 
tice of the stable which made it the custom not to breed 
racers but to breed “to their blood” in brothers and 
sisters, and not to race breeders, the descendants from 
racers are few, those from breeders many. The result is 
shown in the generations which have followed. The years 
of work which made for the development and subsequent 





330 The Unpopular Review 


fame in Abdallah, Hambletonian and Wilkes, made with 
equal speed for degeneracy and the false pride of mere 
“family” in their non-working relatives. Since in horse- 
flesh, performance and not sentiment keeps a strain in 
the winning list and in the family blue book, the thirty 
years after Hambletonian’s death sufficed to thin his blood 
to the consistency of the mediocrities, and to erase his 
name from the pedigrees of the new winners. With slight 
modification, the same story is written of the blood of 
Wilkes. 
V 


The enormous quantity of milk produced by the dairy 
cattle of our generation constitutes another functional 
character which the cows of bygone generations did not 
have. When even confessedly ordinary cows in our day 
produce enough milk not only to nurse their calves but to 
drown them, we are obviously face to face with a physio- 
logical character which, in comparison with the standard 
of production a few decades ago, is new. By what process 
of training and by what processes of selection and breed- 
ing has it come about that even the youngest mothers of 
our present dairy herds produce more milk than the oldest 
of past generations? 

It is characteristic of cows to produce a certain quantity 
of milk per day when their first calves are born. With 
proper care and regular milking the amount produced is 
decidedly larger when the second calf is born, still larger 
with the third, and so on up as far as present records go. 
The matter is officially recognized by breeders who, for 
the judging of cattle, follow a standard, which in the case 
of the Holstein-Friesian Association requires that the 
amount of milk produced in the first ten days following 
birth of a calf shall not fall below the following amounts: 

For two-year-olds 
For three-year-olds 


For four-year-olds 
For five-year-olds and over 
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While the official standard does not go higher, it is 
known that the actual increase in milk-producing power 
continues beyond six years. 

It has already been seen that the best trotters came 
from horses active in the business of trotting, and that 
indifferent performers were born of known trotters who 
had abdicated. If we substitute power to produce milk for 
the term ability to trot, the statistics of dairy husbandry 
may be used to discover not only the process by which 
the great milkers of our day came from the poorer ones 
of a previous generation, but how from one and the same 
stock, milk producers of very different quality have been 
and are now derived. 

Since increased milk production with successive calves 
is dependent upon the increased exercise to which the 
udders are subjected through milking, it was to be ex- 
pected, other things being equal, and with the inheritance 
of acquired characteristics possible, that those calves and 
their descendants should prove best in milk production in 
a new generation which had been born latest in the calf 
list of any mother. 

Investigation has shown that the probability that a 
calf will become a great milk producer rises steadily as its 
number in the calf series of a given cow rises. While there 
is a chance of being born a producer in this regard as a 
first calf, it is measured, roughly, by the ratio of two misses 
to one success. Even chances surround one as a third 
calf. One stands two chances of being a success to one of 
being a failure if a fifth or sixth calf, and three chances 
to one if a seventh to ninth calf. When the daughter of a 
still older and hard worked mother, the probability of 
glory as a wet nurse to the human race stands as four to 
one. Differently expressed this means that but one out of 
three calves, if a first calf, is likely to appear as a great 
producer; but four out of five if they are the fortunate (or 
unfortunate) children of old age. As written in the un- 
sentimental history of the breeders, this law finds expres- 
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sion in a ruthless weeding out-process. Without knowing 
the reason for it, this history shows that the breeders have 
preserved only the youngest daughters of the oldest cows, 
they having sent the first born the commoner way of all flesh. 


VI 

Dogs these days are judged for the most part by the 
“points” which they reveal in a bench show. Scientif- 
ically expressed it means that morphological standards 
govern judgment; expressed in human terms it means that 
we love the seven-foot princes of Howard Chandler Christy. 
But a more cruel world thinks that lounge lizards ought 
not only to look, but to do; or, to stick to the dogs, that 
setters should be able to run, to jump and to hunt. Some- 
what vaguely, those who attend the devourers of dog 
biscuit at a show are also of this opinion: for, when pos- 
sible, they emphasize not only points in looks, but the 
fact that here is blood from Laverack’s setters. 

Laverack’s animals came from what were not considered 
extraordinary dogs, Ponto and Moll. Between 1825, 
when he bought them, and 1865 which ended his career, 
he succeeded in producing “‘the best setters in the world.” 
During this period he “never bought dogs, never sold 
dogs, never had many dogs, and the final generation had 
no blood other than that coming from the original Ponto 
and Moll.” Then how got he from average stock the 
supreme quality of his time? 

To judge him by the facts of his history, Laverack was 
obviously not a panderer to the dog mart. Obviously, 
also, he was not a professional breeder. The facts are 
that he was a hunter, and that he bred his dogs only often 
enough to keep his pack filled. His ways were not the 
ways of the breeders of his day; in fact they differed from 
theirs so markedly that when Laverack said what he had 
done he was called a liar. What then were his methods? 
Primarily again, he put his dogs to work. He used them 
in his hunting operations and used them hard. Late in 
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their careers he would breed them, and only in sufficient 
numbers to keep full his hunting kennels. He used for 
hunting purposes both his males and females, and after 
strenuous service in the fields would breed brother to 
sister. We are not at this time concerned with the prob- 
lem of the allegedly ill effects of close inbreeding; but in 
Laverack’s series, they were obviously absent. The im- 
portant fact is that he built the reputation of his house 
upon a demonstrated quality in both father and mother. 

Laverack’s dogs in 1870 went to Llewellin, another 
breeder, who crossed them with dogs of his own. But 
Llewellin, too, trained and raced his dogs, but only the 
males. For this reason the crosses between his own males 
and Laverack’s raced females yielded winning stock while 
the opposite procedure, in which he crossed Laverack’s 
males with his own unraced females, produced only 
mediocre performers. From these crosses has come the 
foundation stock of our own country. If we ask regard- 
ing the dogs of our generation it is found that they are 
of two types. The performing dogs have come exclusively 
through older parents and only from such as were trained 
and run in field trials; others, which in purity of mere 
family had everything in them which made famous the 
performing dogs have also attained distinction, but it 
is the distinction of bench shows and not of the field. 
Because good looking they are the cup winners when 
points mean looks; and because cup winners they go to 
the breeding establishment. Those less by the standards 
of Apollo go to work but of such come they who follow 
the scent, run the fields and are not gun shy. 


VII 


The biological history of the human race is not much 
different from that of other pet stocks, excepting, of course, 
that it is not as carefully kept. We know something of the 
life histories of the politically royal families; a little more 
comes out when the royal rich select their family crests; 
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quality performers, however, like the babies of our child- 
hood, seem to come “out of the nowhere into the here.” 
But do they? Heaven knows that however negligent we 
have been of the lower levels of the human stock, we have 
tried to keep certain classes definitely raised above them. 
Have we not kept noble blood wedded only to noble blood, 
and have we not crossed gold only with guilders? The 
problem would have been eternally solved, and quiet 
would always have prevailed, had not commoners periodic- 
ally snubbed peers, monks insulted churches, and slaves 
the whole world. When the upstarts do it successfully, 
we adopt them into the human stock registers, hunt up 
(in vain perhaps) their lines of descent, see them, now 
rulers and rich, tarry a while upon their new pages, and 
go out again. 

Shall we add at once: how like unto the horses and cows 
and English setters? 

The thing which ultimately and for human purposes, dis- 
tinguishes man from his simian brothers, or one man from 
another, is quality of mind. As ruthlessly as professional 
breeders kill off their inferior strains, thus ruthlessly does 
the history of man kill its inferior strains, permitting to 
survive, as its acknowledged great, only those who did 
better than merely “share in the errors of their time.” 
If we look at that which has thus escaped slaughter, what 
does a study of their lives and pedigrees show? 

We may begin again by pointing to the fact that the 
mental development in man, which at the time of birth 
is still of a low order, does not cease with the attainment 
of the allegedly adult physical state, if in fact it may be 
said to have stopped even forty or more years later. 
Reasoning by analogy, it is therefore to be expected that, 
other things equal, a father or mother of mature years 
is more definitely possessed of acquired mental character 
than a younger one; and, if it is allowed that there is an 
education which is not bounded by the walls of our famous 
red schoolhouse, even our so-called very old men and 
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women may not yet have all entered into the state of their 
second childhood. 

Not to start in the slums, but with the blood of our 
best New England families, the genealogical tree shows a 
normal or average breeding rate of a little better than 
three generations to the century. More specifically, the 
average age of fathers and mothers at the time of birth of 
their children, is short of thirty-three years. New Eng- 
land blood is acknowledgedly good stuff, yet how does this 
already slow breeding rate compare with that of the great 
men of history? How does the New England rate of sixty- 
six years from birth of a grandfather to birth of grandson 
compare with the rate when the grandson is recognized as 
eminent? History speaksinno uncertain values. Instead of 
the sixty-six years or less, the following numbers are found: 


Augustus Czsar 


Franklin 
Washington Irving 
Wallaston 


Montmorency 
Copernicus 
Gustavus Adolphus 
Montalembert 


John Herschel 
Robert E. Lee 
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In a list of 571 eminent men, with 860 birth ranks thus 
studied, the rate of breeding showed an average of 40.7 
years from father to son, instead of the New England 33. 
If the probability of being eminent when born of a father 


between thirty-five and forty, is taken as unity, the prob- 
ability if born at twenty-five is less than one-fifth as great. 


Ascending the age scale, the probability at fifty to fifty- 
five is five times that at thirty-five to forty; and over 


sixty, it is over ten times that. 
Alexander the Great was the son of Philip of Macedon 


when Philip was 26 years old. Philip himself was born 
when his father, Amyntas II, was 63; Amyntas II, in 


his turn, was the grandson of Alexander I, 90 years cover- 
ing the two generations intervening. 
Aristotle was the son of Nicomachus at 58, who was 


himself the son of an old man. 
Confucius was the son of his father at 71, his mother 


being the youngest daughter of a governor. If it is asked 
what became of Confucius’ blood, it may be added that 


his only son was born when Confucius was 19. 
Benjamin Franklin was the son of Josiah Franklin at 


51, who in turn was the son of his father at 57, in his turn 
the son of his father at 70. ‘‘Franklin was the youngest 
son of the youngest son for five generations back,”’ that is, 


all five ancestors were the sons of the parent’s mature 
years. Franklin was the son of his mother at 50. Frank- 
lin’s only son was born when Franklin was 23, and was of 


but average ability. 
Goethe was the son of his father at 39, who, in turn, was 


the son of his father at 53. Goethe’s mother was 38. 
Lamarck’s father was 42 when the illustrious son was 
born. The father was himself the grandson of De Monet 


born over I10 years earlier. 
Louis XIV and known as “great”? was the son of Louis 
XIII at 48. Contrast with this the time of birth of his 


descendants, which shows sons and grandsons at no time 
above 28 years and as low as 19. 
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On the Mendelian basis it should, of course, make no 
difference when in the life story of the father or mother a 


son is born. The quality being there and fixed, the sons 
of the young should be as good as the sons of the old; or, 


put another way, slow breeding should not necessarily 
show up in the life histories of the human families which 


are possessed of known intellectual quality. Yet the life 
histories of the Edwardses, the Wedgwoods and the Dar- 


wins do show it. 
Jonathan Edwards was the son of Timothy Edwards 


at 34, who was the son of Richard Edwards at 22, who was 
the son of William Edwards at 47. The mother of Timothy 


was Elizabeth at 36, herself the daughter of William Tuttle 
at 36. The mother of Jonathan was Esther, daughter of 


Solomon Stoddard and Esther Warham at 28, who was the 


daughter of John Warham at 44. The average rate of 


breeding is here 35.2 years. 
Josiah Wedgwood was the son, at 43, of Thomas Wedge- 


wood who was the son of his father at 27. 
Charles Darwin was the son of Robert Darwin at 43, 


himself the son of Erasmus Darwin at 35, from the date 


of whose birth to the date of birth of his great-grand- 
father was III years. The mother of Charles was ap- 
proximately 35 when he was born, being herself the daugh- 


ter of Josiah Wedgewood at 43. 


It might now be urged that the illustrations here chosen 
are all selected, and that objecting students of heredity 
could find evidence of a wholly contrary nature. Desire 
to produce such has often been expressed, but no one has 


thus far come forward with it. The histories of great men 
are open to everyone, and there are prizes to be won for 
bringing such contrary evidence. 


VIII 
What now are some of the practical truths to be de- 


duced from all these facts? There has been, first of all, 
much unfortunate effort by the proponents of the sepa- 
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rate theories to make the Lamarckian principle and that of 


Mendelian inheritance mutually exclusive. 


The two views can, without compromise, go hand in 
hand; and for the thinker in biological and human prob- 
lems, it is only necessary in any specific instance to see to 


it that proper weight is given to each of the two elements, 


and to keep clearly in mind what each idea, if put to work, 


can accomplish. The old saying has it that “heredity is 
something which a father should never forget, and a son 
never remember.”’ In plainer terms, a parent should take 


stock of the articles of his Mendelian inheritance, and, 


when good, see to it that they go on in undiminished or 
increased vigor to his children. If of the fortunately 
endowed of this earth, and married to such another, he 
could, as a pure Mendelian, merely lie back and feel se- 
cure that quality will reappear in his children. But if he is 
a Lamarckian, he knows that eternal vigilance is required 
in addition. A too happy satisfaction in having been born 
biologically rich, breeds complacency; of complacency, 
self-satisfaction; and of self-satisfaction, ruin. Conversely, 
a decision that he is nothing, the determination that he 
will strive and strive mightily and then beget his children, 
may mean in the new generation, the start of the super- 
man. 

And here it is that there enters the gospel of hope. I 
confess that ardently as I have pleaded, and still hold, 
that due consideration be given the Mendelian law, con- 
versely depressing has seemed to me the corollary that 
cursed are forever the lowly of physique, of mind and of 
soul. I would not now too lightly give support to the 
soft hand of sentimentality, in its protection of the sub- 
merged and largely useless lowermost human fraction. I 
set no such stock by it as do industrial chiefs with their 
eternal cry for cheap (and feeble-minded) labor. But for 
those who stand _above this, in the middle ground, the 
philosophy and the practice which rewards effort with new 
and better characters, and which shows the way of trans- 
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mitting these superior characters to an oncoming genera- 
tion, is full of the better cheer. Though the family of our 


neighbor may begin with the advantage of richer ground, 
ours may, through better effort, equal and excel his. 
The sluggardly in mind have seen in what is written here 


only the hidden corollary that it is well to marry late, 


and to beget children later still. Maybe so, but is this all? 


There is the better mandate to ponder the facts and to 
discover more. If the laws of Lamarck are binding, there 
is the obvious order to work and to work without ceasing, 


— to use to the full the faculties of body, mind and soul. 


Those who feel themselves the appointed of God may see 
to it that opportunity for all this is provided in schools, in 
universities, in public opinion; or they may supply the 
means for stupid labor, sweating clerkships and the quiet 
of armed guards. These are the environments with which 
we surround the living mass, and to which we challenge 
it to react. In its quality and in the quality of the chil- 
dren, is written nature’s opinion of the efficacy of our 
methods. Surely the lords and geniuses sprang and spring 
from the middle class because of these things; and because 
of them also, and in spite of trust funds and solicitous 
trustees, do the lords perish and return in a generation or 
two to their own. 


M. H. FiscHer. 





THE PROFESSOR AND THE PIPES 


F course they'll all be there to-night,” said the 
Professor’s wife, as she picked up her muff. “They 
always are, when we have the annual supper.” 

‘“‘Of course,” echoed the Professor; and added: “‘and 
then there’s the fun afterward. Don’t you remember 
how we laughed last year?” 

At the mere recollection, they both laughed. It re- 
freshed them. 

“I’m afraid we haven’t been laughing enough lately,” 
she said. 

They hadn’t. They had been living for three months 
in an underheated house, and conscientiously trying to 
digest into a practical program all the counsels of all the 
councils. ‘The Professor’s wife had become hopelessly 
entangled in the administration of meatless and wheatless 
days and meals, and the Professor himself was distracted 
by the accumulation of buttons and pins that disputed 
the space on his coat and vest. They had felt some- 
times like laughing at the solemn grotesqueness of oral 
and printed exhortation, but were constrained by regard 
for their reputation as patriots to deny themselves even 
that limited pleasure. It had gone hard with them. 

The Professor’s wife was right. They were all there 
that night, or nearly all. They inundated the rooms, 
exchanging hearty salutation and making the light and 
warmth brighter and warmer with smiling faces and cor- 
dial pressures of the hand. At half past six they formed 
a gueue and filed around the big table in the kitchen, 
coming away with trays well furnished, and sat down in 
neighborly little groups. 

It was a friendly club, its membership made up in 
greater part of university people, but broadcast from all 
colleges and departments. They called it the West End. 


340 





The Professor and the Pipes 341 


On ordinary occasions there was a paper, and a pretense 
to intellectuality, but it was first of all a social club. 
Nobody concerned himself about his neighbor’s title or 
subject of instruction. For once everybody forgot the 
awful hierarchy of presidents and vice presidents, deans 
and assistant deans and department heads, professors 
and associate professors and assistant professors, in- 
structors and assistants and fellows and scholars, clerks 
and secretaries and assistant secretaries and stenographers, 
janitors and associate and assistant janitors, cleaners 
and associate and assistant cleaners, and met on the 
common ground of a man’s a man for a’ that. It was a 
green oasis of liberty, equality, and fraternity in the 
scorching desert of pedagogical despotism. 

So, as Homer so frequently says of his always sane and 
healthy-appetited heroes, “‘they divided the messes and 
shared the glorious feast.” But “when they had put 
from them the desire of meat and drink,” and had spent 
a comfortable half hour in reminiscence of the pumpkin 
pie and the chicken and cranberry sauce, they suddenly 
passed from tranquil enjoyment to riot. 

It was done in a moment, in the twinkling of an eye. 
They were all changed. 

The miracle was wrought by the jovial member who 
never failed to “‘get things going.” In the midst of the 
quiet, cheerful talk, he had sprung suddenly to his feet, 
clapped his hands, and called out with imperious good 
nature: ‘‘Now, listen, everybody! We're going to play 
a while. This is no place to come with your troubles. 
Forget them! If you have laughs to shed, prepare to shed 
them now, as the poet says. . . . No you don’t, there! 
No slackers! Come back here, and sit down!” 

This last was addressed to the Professor and one or 
two others who, afraid of “being made a fool of,” were 
furtively attempting to gain the post of onlookers from 
the doorway of the back parlor. They sheepishly obeyed, 
in the midst of general laughter. 
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“Now,” continued the jovial member, “now we’re 
going to give the West End sneeze. . . . What, never 
heard of the West End sneeze? ‘Time you did, then. 
Just listen, and let me tell you how it’s done. It’s per- 
fectly simple. Now you just consider yourselves divided 
into three groups, like this” — he made them into sec- 
tions with two cleaving motions of the hand — “and 
when I give the sign — not before, mind you — when I 
give the sign, all of you in this division say out, good and 
loud, ‘hish!? and all of you in this say, ‘hush!’ and all 
of you in this one say ‘hash!’ Like a real sneeze, now 
remember! Ready? Now!” He brought his hand 
down. 

There was a tremendous explosion of ‘hishes’ and 
hushes’ and ‘hashes’, followed by a still more tremendous 
explosion of laughter. The whole club felt simultaneously 
the pleasant clearing of body and soul that follows on a 
real sneeze. The sneeze-leader laughed too. 

“Now, once more!” he said. “And you people over in 
this division put a little more hash into it this time. 
Now!” 

The sneeze that time was less homogeneous, because 
many laughed and sneezed at the same time; but it was 
not a bit the less successful. The coldest-blooded felt 
pleasant warmth suffuse their whole being. The warm- 
blooded began to perspire. The lamps of merriment 
were alight in every face. The war was absolutely for- 
gotten. The Professor completely lost consciousness, 
and perhaps even subconsciousness — though you never 
can be sure of this unless you are an experimental psy- 
chologist— of the instructional report-blank and the 
income-tax form, the filling out of which two documents 
he had lately come to regard respectively as his chief 
professional and civic duties. His wife was for one 
second or more free from the harassing thought that John 
might have kicked the covers off and at that moment be 
catching his death of cold. 
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The leader suddenly stopped the sneezing, and made 
instantaneous transition to another game. ‘“‘Now when 
I point at you and mention the name of a country or city,” 
he said rapidly, “‘you must get up instantly and stick 
your arm out in that direction. . . . Remember, you 
mustn’t hesitate a second. Now, ready!” He pointed at 
the Professor and called out, ‘‘Nova Scotia!” 

In an instant the Professor’s wits were away on swiftest 
wings. With a wild feeling that at all costs he must do as 
he was told, he rose and thrust out his arm — toward 
San Francisco. The company roared and screamed. 
The Professor’s face was hot and red. He was a diffi- 
dent man, and felt a terrible embarrassment. Before he 
recovered, the turn had come to him again, with much 
the same result. 

Suddenly the jovial member made another lightning 
change. “Listen! I’m going to call out a letter of the 
alphabet,” he said, “‘and every time I do it, you—” 

But there is no need of continuing. He made them 
go through all sorts of ridiculous performances, all with 
bewildering rapidity. He pointed his finger at them 
with disconcerting suddenness and had them call the 
Professor everything they could think of that began 
with “‘a’’—“‘angelic,” “absent minded,” “anarchical,” 
“‘atrophied,” etc. The mildest thing he let them do 
was charades. He seized on a good fellow named 
Cole, with his well-favored wife, and brought them 
to their feet, at the same time calling out: ‘‘ Weather 
prediction, three words! Come on, now! don’t be so 
slow. ... ‘Fair and Col’, did I hear somebody say? 
Right!” A half dozen had cried it out together. He got 
them to playing boy-and-girl games, much to the alarm 
of the Professor, whose heart turned over in awful fear at 
thought of the kissing games he remembered from long ago. 
You can imagine it all for yourself. Every pore was open 


and moist, every fibre had been made to vibrate. They | 


were taken out of themselves, made over, made young 
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again, forone whole hour. For one whole hour they forgot 
absolutely that this was not the normal way of life, but 
only an annual intermission. 

While they were standing in the upper hall patiently 
waiting for their wives to come by natural process to the 
end of the customary dressing-room soirée, the Professor 
seized the jovial member by the button and said, enthusi- 
astically: “By George, the community owes a big debt 
to any man like you who can make them forget their cares 
this way for a few minutes and really laugh! It’s like 
being a boy again, and laughing till you can’t stop.” 

“All right,” said his friend, with a twinkle of his eye, 
“any time the community wants to liquidate its debt, I’m 
ready.” 

‘And yet, you know,” he continued, “there are people 
that think such things are silly and trivial, and don’t 
like to get together and play, the way we’ve been doing to- 
night. But I tell you we need to do it once in a while. 
We couldn’t go on if we didn’t.” 

The Professor nodded assent, and the jovial member 
went on: “I always remember a little rhyme in this 
connection. I think you'll like it. It goes this way: 


‘ We all are weary travellers 
Along life’s dusty way; 
If any man can play the pipes, 
In God’s name, let him play!’ ” 


The Professor was alert. “‘Say it again,” he said im- 
mediately. The jovial member repeated it. 

The Professor was highly pleased. “I can use that in 
my business,” he said. “Why, I could deliver a whole 
lecture from what that suggests.” 

“Don’t do it now,” said the jovial member, beginning 
to draw away. ‘“‘We don’t want too much fun in one 
evening.” 

They both laughed. “Good night!” said the jovial 
member, and joined his wife. 
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You see, the Professor had what is called in theo- 
logical circles the homiletic instinct. Everything he 
heard and saw and read and otherwise experienced im- 
mediately took its place against the background either of 
his lecture room or the audience of the outside world which 
he sometimes addressed in print. He knew immediately 
that he would make use of his friend’s happy little rhyme. 

As they went down the street he was still thinking of 
the rhyme and the evening’s fun. After several blocks, 
he involuntarily threw back his head and emitted a loud 
“‘Ha-ha!” 

“What's the joke?” asked his wife. 

The Professor started. He had ungallantly forgotten 
for the moment that he was not alone. 

“Oh, I was just thinking about the fool way we acted 
to-night. That man Playsom is certainly a genius. The 
community ought to salary him. I feel as if I were all 
made over. Don’t you?” 

“Well, it’s just wonderful how he gets people to laugh- 
ing,” she agreed. 

“And while we were waiting,” the Professor con- 
tinued, “he gave me a little rhyme that’s the best 
thing I’ve picked up for a long time!” 

“What is it?” asked his wife. 

The Professor recited it. 


“We all are weary travellers 
Along life’s dusty way; 
If any man can play the pipes, 
In God’s name, let him play!” 


“*1’m going to make use of that,” he said. “I can use 
it right away, to-morrow morning, in my drama class. 
I was wondering what I’d say to them, without any time 
this evening to prepare. And sooner or later I’ll have it 
in an essay.” 

“‘T don’t see what it has to do with drama,” she said. 

‘It has a good deal to do with it,”’ he answered; “‘and 
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a good deal to do with all art. It opens up the whole 
question of the function of art; whether it must always 
serve some ‘purpose,’ or is to be free to live its own life. 
I could deliver a whole—” 

He stopped, thinking of his friend a few minutes be- 
fore in the hallway. 

“What do you mean by living its own life?” she asked. 

“Why, I mean simply for it not to be enslaved to other 
things,” he replied. ‘‘We talk about art in the past being 
the handmaid to religion. Art to-day — well, it’s not a 
handmaid; it’s a slave.” 

“To what, for example?” she prompted. 

The Professor began straightway to get warm. 

“To what? Why, to ‘purpose’ of one sort or another,” 
he said, earnestly, while his wife, calculating that it would 
take fifteen minutes for them to reach home, resolved 
to be patient. ‘Take the stage, for instance. For the 
last twenty-five years the stage hasn’t been a stage; it 
has been a pulpit, a platform, a desk, a bench, a lab- 


oratory, a dissecting room, a soap-box — only by exception 
a place devoted to art. Or the novel. The novel has 


been a sermon, a harangue, a lecture, a debate, a dis- 
sertation, an investigation, a pamphlet, a tract — or just 
goods for sale. It is only by exception a good story well 
told. Story and style and form are no longer essentials, but 


accidents, Art, at least as far as literature is concerned — 
for sculpture, painting, and music are more independent 
because less adaptable to the purposes of slavery— has 
become the slave of propaganda or commerce. It is doing 


the will of others, not its own. 

“Do you really think so?” said the Professor’s com- 
panion. ‘‘You know you are always so sweeping. Don’t 
you think it is a case of the artist simply seizing upon 
material next at hand, and using it? Haven’t artists 


always really done the same thing?” 
*““Well, I find it hard to believe,’”? the Professor said. 


He was silent a moment, and then went on: “Qh, I 
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won’t say that all art and all artists to-day are enslaved; 
but men and circumstances are doing their utmost to 
enslave them, and they are not resisting as fiercely as they 
might. A sentimentally humanitarian public looks to art 
to ‘perform a social function,’ to ‘uplift the community,’ 
to ‘make for better citizenship.’ And now, added to 
sociology, we have the war. A public acutely conscious of 
war regards more or less as waste any effort that does not 
directly and concretely ‘help win the war.’ The editor 
and publisher must please their readers if they are to in- 
crease their sales and rate for advertising space; the liter- 
ary artist must please the editor and the publisher if he 
is to get hismoney. And the literary artist wants money. 
Literature to-day is a business. Witness the college 
course and the textbook on short story writing, the liter- 
ary agent, the authors’ clipping bureau, the advertiser 
who will make manuscripts ‘salable,’ the loud bidding 
of certain publications for fiction that will ‘get across.’ 


War, sociology, and commerce — literature takes orders 
from them all. Such a thing as unhampered self-ex- 


pression hardly exists. If the writer of drama or fiction 


isn’t a propagandist in disguise, he is likely to be a cam- 
oufleur for the sake of profit. Keep your eyes open while 
you read the next half dozen magazines, and notice how 


artfully the war is made to enter into story, essay, and 


even criticism.” 

“*Maybe it’s because there are so few artists of the first 
class,” said the Professor’s wife. 

“Whatever it is,” the Professor answered, more and 


more absorbed, “art is lacking in integrity, and is not 
living its own life. Pure, dignified, reposeful enter- 
tainment hardly lifts its head, except in orchestral music. 


Literature to-day does not entertain — at least, not its 


prose forms, the novel and the drama. It does not refresh, 


it does not renew our spiritual tissues and strengthen 
us for the combat of life. It irritates, it worries, it discour- 


ages. Even the coarser and emptier sorts of entertain- 
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ment, like vaudeville and the movies and the victrola, 
when they do not depend merely upon coarseness and 


emptiness, declare loudly their purpose of uplift and in- 
struction. One of the greatest needs of the generation 
is good, clean, high class, not to say classical, enter- 
tainment, especially in books and on the stage. The 
more cultivated part of society is starving for it, and is 
conscious of its starvation; the less cultivated part is 
starved, and doesn’t know it. Life has to have a certain 
amount of downright fun or wholesome diversion of some 
sort mingled -with it, or it isn’t livable. It’s like bread 
without proper yeasting; it’s heavy, sad, sour, and more 
or less useless. A life without laughter and lightness, 
or with laughter regulated by something other than the 
impulse to laugh, is dangerous to itself and the neighbors. 
An aggregation of such lives might result in a Berlin; it 
never could in an Athens. The life of society as a whole 
is much the same as that of the unit. Whole peoples 
laugh. Art is the laughter of enlightened society. It is 
as truly necessary to a healthy constitution as any ma- 
terial thing outside the bare needs of physical existence. 
And it is an organic part of the constitution; not a garment 
to be put on or off, or an instrument to be taken up or 
laid down. It does good, like laughter, not because it is 
purposed, but because it is spontaneous. Only when it 
is spontaneous will it be restorative and recreative. Life 
without it, or with it distorted, is a dusty march on a 
long, straight road, with poor music or none at all. 


If any man can play the pipes, 
In God’s name, let him play! 


And don’t compel him to play the bugle or the drum. He 
has no real control over them, and he does understand the 
pipes. Let us even halt sometimes, and listen. We 
shall march the better for it. Or, if we must keep on, 
let us at least allow him to lighten with his cheerful note 
the monotonous thunder of the drum.” 
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The Professor suddenly was conscious of being alone. 


He stopped and looked around. His wife was half a 
block behind him, standing still. 


‘This is where we live,” she called out, laughing. 

The Professor turned and went back. 

“You mustn’t get too much interested in your pipes,” 
she said. ‘You may find yourself detached from the 
column.” 

They went up the steps, and he reached into his pocket 
for the key. 

‘Was that the lecture you are going to give your drama 
class in the morning?” she asked. 

“‘No,” the Professor replied, “I hardly think so. On 


the whole I think it was the essay.” 
Grant SHOWERMAN. 





THE SIMPLIFICATION OF STAGE-SCENERY 


I 


HIS is a time of unrest in the theater. In almost 
_ every modern literature the drama is alive as it 
was not half a century ago in any literature except the 
French. The public is slowly but steadily recovering the 
lost art of reading plays; and the American public, in 
particular, is exhibiting a constantly increasing interest 
in the dramatic literature of other languages, not only 
French and German, but also Scandinavian and Russian. 
We are becoming more and more cosmopolitan; and we 
welcome with equal cordiality the ballet of the Russians 
and the pantomine of the French. A host of youthful 
enthusiasts have opened little theaters not only in the 
leading cities but even in some of the less important 
towns; and they have made many novel experiments both 
in the kind of play they have chosen to perform and in 
the method of presentation. These youthful enthusiasts 
are abundantly vocal in clamoring for a new departure 
in dramatic art and in demanding the abolition of the 
hampering traditions of the nineteenth century. Some 
of them are ready to renounce the heritage of the past, 
and to venture into the future as upon an uncharted sea. 
And not a few of them seem to be possest by what the 
late E. L. Godkin once termed the “common illusion of 
young men that facility in composition indicates the 
existence of thought.” 

Mr. Gordon Craig, for example, who is hailed as one 
of the chief inspirers of the new movement in stage- 
decoration, is a very radical iconoclast, never concealing 
his profound dissatisfaction with the achievements of the 
stage-directors of today. Seemingly he wants the theater 
to declare its independence of all the other arts, even 
including literature. At least this appears to be his 
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desire, altho it is not a little difficult to find out from 
his manifestoes exactly what it is that he wishes. His 
thoughts, if not hazily held, are obscurely exprest. Seem- 
ingly, therefore, he looks forward to an isolation of the 
art of the theater as a result of its freeing itself from all 
entangling alliances and of relying solely on its own re- 
sources. 

If this really is his aim, its accomplishment would 
deprive the drama of the aid of literature and reduce it 
to pantomime,— which was, indeed, its earliest and 
most primitive form. Yet it ought to be obvious that to 
force the drama to forego the aid of literature and of all 
the other arts, is to make it renounce its signal superi- 
ority over all these other arts. Music may invite the 
companionship of lyric poetry and the dance, just as 
architecture can enrich itself by invoking the assistance 
of sculpture and of painting; but the drama stands alone 
in its ability to call in the collaboration not of one or two 
of the sister arts, but of all of them, — music and the 
lyric and the dance, painting, sculpture and architecture, 
even on occasion oratory and the epic. Wagner boldly 
proclaimed that his music-drama was to be the art-work 
of the future, simply because it was to be the result of 
the cordial codperation of all the nine muses. It is be- 
cause the drama has never been willing to restrict itself 
solely to the dramatic, that it has achieved its surpassing 
breadth of appeal. 

But if Mr. Gordon Craig is not a cogent or a coherent 
thinker, he is indisputably an artist of undeniable orig- 
inality, individuality and fertility, as I can testify after 
a delightful London afternoon spent at an exhibition of 
his beautiful models. He is dissatisfied with the accepted 
methods of mounting plays, and more especially with the 
elaborate complexity of the realistic scenery to which the 
stage directors of the last two or three generations have 
accustomed us. He would annihilate both the complex- 
ity and the realism, substituting a symbolic simplicity, 
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less expensive and more effective. His designs, if not 
always practical, have been suggestive; and some of 
those whom he has inspired have been able to achieve 
results more satisfactory than any he has himself at- 
tained. In fact he is frank in admitting that what he 
proposes may not be immediately practical, since his 
designs are only occasionally adjusted to the actual 
theater of today, some of them being intended for a type 
of theater which he foresees, and yet others for a theater 
which he glimpses in his mind’s eye, and which is never 
likely to be erected. That is to say: these impractical 
sets were invented for the sheer delight of the artist him- 
self in their beauty, and not for the benefit of future 
spectators gathered in front of the stage itself. 


II 


This brings us face to face with two questions. First, 
why are the ardent young enthusiasts so bitterly dissat- 
isfied with the complex and realistic stage-sets to which 
we are accustomed? And, second, how did the realistic 
complication of our modern scenery come to be accepted 
all the world over? The latter had better be answered 
before the former. 

The orchestra of the Greek theater was devoid of scen- 
ery, and so was the wide and shallow stage of the Roman 
theater. On the projecting platform of the Tudor thea- 
ter there were all the properties that might be needful, 
thrones and beds, well-heads and arbors; but there was 
no painted scenery. In the theater of Louis XIV there 
might be scenery of a kind, summary and decorative, 
rather than characteristic; and the acting took place far 
in front of the scenes, such as they were, the performer 
standing well forward between the lines of spectators 
seated on both sides of the stage, and keeping close under 
the pendent chandeliers that he might be seen. Even on 
the English stage in the time of Sheridan, the acting was 
done on the apron curving forward into the audience and 
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lighted by a semi-circle of inadequate oil-lamps. The 
characters of Sheridan, of Moliére and of Shakspere 
stand nearly all the time; and chairs had to be provided 
for them only on the very rare occasions when the plot 
of the play required them to be seated. 

In the eighteenth century the novel had not come into 
its own; it was held to be so inferior to the drama that it 
escaped from the control of the codifiers of critical theory. 
The novelists had often begun as dramatists, Le Sage for 
one and Marivaux for another; and when they wrote 
fiction they did not feel any more called upon to relate 
their characters realistically to an appropriate back- 
ground, than they had done when they wrote plays. It 
is true that Defoe, (who had been a journalist), took 
keen delight in supplying us with all manner of descrip- 
tive details, yet Fielding, (who had been a playwright), 
was not tempted to follow him, and was content to pro- 
ject his characters almost in a vacuum, letting them live 
and move in rooms almost as bare'of furniture and as 
uncharacteristic as was the stage of the time. 

Scott changed all this; he was the earliest of historical 
novelists; and when he placed his characters in the re- 
mote past, he was forced to supply the familiar details 
of human existence in the period he had chosen for his 
story. Scott had to do this, necessarily, if he wanted to 
make his readers realize life in some earlier century about 
which they were likely to know little. Balzac, in his 
turn, applied the same process to the novel of contempo- 
rary life; he described places with intense gusto, reveling 
in imagining all possible particularities of the town, of 
the house, and even of the room, in which any one of his 
more vital characters lived, moved and had his being. 
He was often unduly prolix in description, because he 
was so enamored of character that he insisted on relating 
the performers in his human comedy to the specific back- 
ground wherein only could they find themselves at home. 
The interrelation of prose-fiction and the drama is 
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incessant; and just as the novelists of the eighteenth 
century had been content with the bareness to which 
they were accustomed in the theater of their own day, 
so the dramatists of the middle of the nineteenth century 
began to demand appropriate stage-sets for their intenser 
social dramas. ‘‘An acted play is a novel intensified,” 
said Henry James, “it realizes what the theater suggests, 
and, by paying a liberal tribute to the senses, anticipates 
your possible complaint that your entertainment is of 
the meagre sort styled intellectual.”” The composers of 
acted plays, who knew the abiding effect which Balzac 
had achieved by the veracity of his descriptions, were 
desirous that the scenery should reinforce the intellectual 
appeal of their writing by the sensual appeal of the things 
seen on the stage. 

Fortunately compliance with this demand was facili- 
tated by a momentous change which took place in the 
playhouse in the years when the realistic movement was 
carrying all before it. In the course of the middle half 
of the nineteenth century the actual stage underwent a 
transformation. It was so amply lighted, first by gas 
and then by electricity, that the actor had no longer to 
go down to the footlights to let his changing expression 
be seen. The parallel wings and borders, by means of 
which interiors had been crudely indicated, were abol- 
ished, and the compact box-set enabled the stage-di- 
rector to suggest more satisfactorily an actual room. The 
apron was cut away; and the curtain rose and fell in a 
picture-frame. The characters of the play were there- 
after elements in a picture, which had a characteristic 
background, and which might be furnisht with the most 
realistic elaboration. The former intimacy of the actor 
with the spectators, due to his close proximity, disap- 
peared speedily; and with this intimacy there disappear 
also its concomitant, the soliloquy addrest by a character 
to the audience for the sole purpose of supplying informa- 
tion. The drama immediately became more pictorial; 
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it could rely more certainly upon gesture; it could re- 
nounce the aid of purely rhetorical oratory; it could 
dispense with description; and it insisted that the per- 
former should subdue himself to those new conditions, 
and be on his guard lest he should “get out of the picture.” 
- This modification of the physical conditions of per- 
formance, which took place between 1850 and 1890, is 
one of the most important changes in all the long history 
of the drama; and its effects upon the art have probably 
not yet been fully revealed. It invited the dramatist to 
deal more directly with life, and it encouraged him to 
rely more solidly upon the purely dramatic, eschewing 
the lyric and the epic, and seeking solely to present char- 
acter immesht in situation. It stimulated Ibsen to the 
acquisition of his masterly technic; and it supplied the 
stage best fitted for his austere inquest upon human 
nature. Ibsen was as insistent upon the appropriate 
environment for his characters as was Balzac; and the 
interior in which he placed any one of his several groups 
is always immitigably characteristic. The set which he 
visualized as the fit background for his creatures in the 
‘Doll’s House’ would not be appropriate for those in 
‘Hedda Gabler’ or for those in ‘Rosmersholm.’ Each 
of them has its own dread atmosphere, subtly indicated 
by significant details. 


III 


Yet Ibsen, even if he was the foremost, was not the 
only outstanding figure at the beginning of the twentieth 
century. He was companioned by playwrights as unlike 
as Rostand and Hauptmann and d’Annunzio. Ibsen, 
poet as he was beyond all question, wrote prose, compact 
and direct; he was a realist, altho he was also often a 
romanticist, even in his severer problem-plays. Rostand 
and Hauptmann and d’Annunzio are rarely realistic; 
more often than not they are romanticists; and above 
all they are more frequently poetic. And here we are in 
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sight of an answer to the question early formulated: 
Why is there so bitter a dissatisfaction with the complex 
and realistic set to which we have slowly become accus- 
tomed? It is because this set, suitable for the staid 
interiors wherein the action of the prosaic problem-play 
is slowly unrolled before it, is less suitable for the out- 
door scenes of avowedly poetic plays. 

The realistic complexity which elaborates a significant 
room for the characters of a social drama rooted in fact, 
cannot attain an equal significance when it seeks to 
reproduce the haunting landscape of a romantic play 
flowering out of fantasy. It is appropriate for the ‘Ghosts’ 
of Ibsen; but it is not appropriate for the ‘Sightless’ of 
Maeterlinck or for the ‘As You Like It’ of Shakspere. 
In a word the realistic set may be exactly suited to plays 
of real life, but it does not necessarily suit plays of unreal 
life illumined by the light that never was on sea or land. 
Even when ‘Twelfth Night’ or ‘Much Ado About Noth- 
ing’ is mounted sumptuously and tastefully by a stage- 
director of the liberality, the ingenuity and the interpret- 
ing imagination of Sir Henry Irving, the result is not 
commensurate with his effort; and the effort itself is 
often only too visible. The semi-medieval stories which 
Shakspere adjusted to the jutting platform of the Tudor 
theater, and which are plausible to us now only if we are 
willing to make believe, have to be taken apart and then 
put together again in contradiction and almost in defiance 
of Shakspere’s own semi-medieval construction, so that 
they may be made to adjust themselves to the copiously 
pictorial method of our modern picture-frame stage. 
After this inartistic dislocation they are likely to be 
overloaded with decorative details not in harmony with 
their delightful unreality; and the more strenuously the 
stage-director strives to supply a realistic setting, the 
less real, the less actual, is the result. 

“Of pure poetry there are two kinds,” said Lord Dun- 


sany in a preface for a volume of a friend’s verses; ‘‘that 
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which mirrors the beauty of the world in which our bodies 
are, and that which builds the more mysterious king- 
doms, where geography ends and fairyland begins, with 
gods and heroes at war, and the sirens singing still, and 
Alph going down to the darkness from Xanadu.” In 
the modern drama the leader of those whose works mirror 
the beauty of the world in which our bodies are, is Ibsen; 
and the foremost representative of those who lay their 
plays frankly in fairyland is Maeterlinck. It was inevi- 
table that there should be a reaction against the effort 
to apply the method of complicated realism to plays not 
compact with reality, but compounded of fancy — in- 
substantial and etherial. 

It was inevitable also that a younger generation should 
welcome a new departure for the presentation of the 
poetic dramas of Shakspere, and would endeavor to 
discover the means for recapturing something of the 
simplicity of the original performance, and of avoiding 
the crushing and needless expense of mechanical realism. 
Inevitably again the ardor of the youthful leaders of this 
necessary revolt would tend to be unduly impatient, and 
to be stimulated by an iconoclastic fervor which might 
tempt them to a root-and-branch reform, — to a violent 
revolution instead of an orderly evolution. They were 
eager to prove all things; and yet they were not always 
anxious to hold fast that which is true. 

What was welcome in the realistic interiors of the 
problem-plays was the congruity of the background to 


the temper and tone of the play. The set which Ibsen 
had visualized for his somber ‘Ghosts’ was rich in char- 


acter; it was the fit environment for his disenchanted 


creatures; it was absolutely congruous with his theme; 


it served to intensify the appalling action of his tragic 
story; and it did these things without in any way draw- 


ing undue attention to itself. But certain of the sets 


which Mr. Gordon Craig has designed for one or another 
episode of ‘Hamlet’ and of ‘Macbeth,’ indisputably 
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beautiful in themselves, truly imaginative, superbly 
decorative, — are not in keeping with the atmosphere 


of the plays; they are not unobtrusive backgrounds; in 
fact, they cry aloud to be noticed for their own sake. 
So it is also with the striking set which Mr. Craig devised 


for the ‘Electra,’ bold and massive, but foreign to the 
spirit of Sophocles, hopelessly un-Greek, and likely to 


distract the attention of the spectators from the drama- 
tist to the decorator. 


As we turn the pages of Mr. Craig’s ‘Art of the Theater,’ 


delighting in the designs, and doing our best to discover 


Mr. Craig’s own convictions, we cannot help the sus- 
picion that he holds the decorator to be superior to the 
dramatist, and that he believes the control of the theater 


should pass from the playwright-poet to the painter. 


Surely it ought to be obvious that the dramatist is the 
ultimate master of the stage, and that the artists whose 
aid he may invite must be his servants. Beauty of line 
and glory of color are in place in the theater only when 


they contribute to the emotional and intellectual appeal 


of the play itself; and they are out of place whenever 
they are permitted to obtrude themselves, to interfere 
with this appeal, and to detract from it. 


IV 


After the raising of the banner of revolt against the 
costly and unsatisfactory realistic set, there were many 
signs of unrest in the theaters of many countries, notably 
in those of Russia and Germany. Stage-directors of 
varying ability ventured upon all sorts of interesting 
experiments. Some of these novelties approved them- 
selves immediately, and won acceptance as helpful to- 
ward the development of a more satisfactory mode of 
presenting the poetic drama; and some of them were 
abhorrent, being incited apparently by an egotistic 
desire to be different at all costs, to be eccentric or even 
to be frankly freakish. We find ourselves in a period of 
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transition; and while we are justified in looking forward 
hopefully, we cannot yet clearly descry the goal at the 


end of the winding path upon which we have entered. 
But we know our point of departure, even if we cannot 
yet forsee where we shall arrive or when; and already 


can we find full justification for the reaction against the 


persistent practice of supplying complicated realism for 
plays the action of which does not take place in the realm 
of reality. There was, for example, a noble dignity in 


the bold archway wherewith Mr. Samuel Hume indicated 


the city-gate for a Detroit production of Lord Dunsany’s 
‘Tents of the Arabs,’ a design which had a distinct beauty 
of its own, but which was also absolutely in keeping with 
the spirit of the play, — altho a hypercritic might regret 
that the arch itself was Roman rather than Arabic or 


even vaguely oriental. Quite as effective in its stark 
simplicity was the lovely scene designed by Mr. Hamilton 
Bell for the ‘Sister Beatrice’ of Maeterlinck when it was 


produced by Mr. Winthrop Ames at the New Theater, 


a medieval entrance-hall, devoid of all distracting detail 
and provided with a tall door at the back, ready to open 
once to reveal the dark sky with its stars shining down 
on the stalwart figure of the lover who has come to carry 
off the enamored nun. 

A like feeling for the fitness of things, for the delicately 


artistic adjustment of the setting to the soul of the play, 
was discoverable also in the two contrasting scenes which 
Mr. Ames caused to be prepared for that enchanting 
pantomime, ‘Pierrot the Prodigal.’ One of these sets 
represented the unpretentious home from which the 
erring son goes forth, and to which he returns at last with 
a broken and a contrite heart, — a low-ceilinged room, 
summarily yet adequately indicated, with only the fur- 
nishings necessary to the action; and the other set, equally 
successful in its significance, was the temporary, abode 
of the prodigal when he has yielded to the lure of the 
lady of pleasure, — a loftier room, seemingly more spa- 
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cious, sumptuously extravagant in its ornament, and yet 
achieving a character of its own without the aid of a 
clutter of insignificant details. 

The names of the personages and the final flourish of 
the tricolor flag when the drums rattle past and the fifes 
shrill out, inform us that the action of ‘Pierrot the Prod- 
igal’ must be supposed to take place “Somewhere In 
France;”’ and it is also somewhere in France that a cer- 
tain Man married a Dumb Wife. The vicissitudes of 
his misadventure were narrated by Rabelais four hundred 
years ago, and they were only recently cast into dialog 
by M. Anatole France; yet the infelicitous wedding did 
not happen in the twentieth century or in the sixteenth, 
but in the dim and distant epoch known as Once upon a 
Time. As a matter of fact, the consequences of this 
marriage are so fantastic, so completely removed from 
the restraints of reality, that we cannot help knowing 
that they never did happen anywhere or anywhen, — a 
knowledge which in no wise interferes with our enjoy- 
ment. For this inconsequent impossibility Mr. Robert 
E. Jones invented a single set, at once exterior and in- 
terior, charming in color and playful in design, perfectly 
in accord with the tricksy comicality of the play, and 
reinforcing the humorous unreality of the story. No 
such house as that which Mr. Jones invited us to gaze 
upon had ever been built by the hand of man; and yet 
we accepted it instantly as the only possible habitation 
for the Man and for his Dumb Wife. In fact, this com- 
pletely satisfactory setting was designed in perfect accord 
with the principle Mr. Jones has himself declared: “‘Scen- 
ery isn’t there to be lookt; it’s really there to be forgotten. 
The drama is the fire, the scenery is the air that lifts the 
fire and makes it burn.” 

The Rabelais-France farce was produced in New York 
by Mr. Granville Barker; and it was by far the most 
successful of his experiments, several of which were a 
little too regardless of traditional methods, and a little 
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too idiosyncratic in their insistence on novelty for its 
own sake. The set of the ‘Dumb Wife’ did not attract 
attention to itself, whereas in Mr. Barker’s production 
of ‘A Midsummer Night’s Dream’ both the scenes and 
the costumes shrieked aloud, because they seemed to 
American audiences out of keeping with the spirit of 
Shakspere’s fairy fantasy. 


V 


It is probable that in the immediate future the poetic 
drama, Shakspere’s or Maeterlinck’s, will be presented 
in our theaters far less realistically and far less expen- 
sively. We shall no longer expect a spectacle as glitter- 
ing, as costly and as cumbrous as the reproduction of 
Paul Veronese’s ‘Marriage at Cana’ which Augustin 
Daly bestowed upon the final act of the ‘Taming of the 
Shrew.’ It is also probable that this simplification, this 
renunciation of ultra-realism, this substitution of indi- 
cation, summary but adequate, for actual representation, 
may in time affect even the mounting of modern plays 
in prose. This will not necessarily prove to be an im- 
provement. A British critic once found fault with Ibsen 
because he used the fittest words and not the most beau- 
tiful; and Ibsen insisted on the fittest backgrounds for 
his social dramas, and not the most beautiful. In the 
mounting of the modern problem-play, what is essential 
is not beauty for its own sake, but character. 

There is always danger that the effort to achieve the 
characteristic may over-reach itself with disastrous results. 
In a letter to Sarcey on the art of stage-management, 
Dumas fils recorded his preference for a very simple in- 
terior with as little furniture as possible, all in neutral 
tones, against which the personages would stand out in 
vigorous relief; and he was not at all pleased with the 
single set which Montiguy devised for the three acts of 
‘Monsieur Alphonse.’ As the action took place in the 
country-house of a retired naval officer, the manager 
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imagined a room with an exotic decoration vaguely 
Chinese, and with bamboo furniture, most of which was 
painted a brilliant red. “The effect was original and 
gay, when the stage was empty; but none the less it 
suggested a bird-cage . . . and one was moved to won- 
der whether the persons of the play would not sooner or 
later begin to hop from perch to perch.” 

Dumas, a born playwright, demanded always that the 
decorative should be subordinate to the dramatic. “If 
we insist on being original, and on being different, we are 
in immanent danger of being eccentric, and of bringing 
about an antagonism between the subject of the play and 
its scenery.” It was this unfortunate desire to be original 
and to be different which recently misled an American 
manager into entrusting a New York house-decorator with 
the designing of the successive sets for the ‘New York Idea.’ 
Mr. Langdon Mitchell’s heroine in the first act is about to 
marry into a family of hereditary dulness; and being 
herself a delightfully lively person, she returns, in the 
last act, to the husband she has divorced. But the un- 
inspired house-decorator did not provide the opening act 
with an interior of transcendent respectability, nor did 
he bestow upon the closing scene an interior of contrast- 
ing levity. There was not actual antagonism between 
the subject of the play and its scenery, but there was 
certainly no harmony. The interiors were in no wise 
characteristic of the persons who were supposed to live 
in them; and the only character that they had was that 
of the house-decorator’s own shop. 

No such blunder was made by Mr. Belasco in the 
single set of the ‘Return of Peter Grimm’ — perhaps the 
most extreme example of realistic complexity, with its 
unending details, all characteristic, all unobtrusive and 
all congruous with the topic of the play. The room which 
the author-manager set before us, is the room in which 
Peter Grimm would live; it is the house in which he 
would die; and it is the home to which he would return 
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after death. The atmosphere of the whole dwelling, as 
we breathe it, is in perfect accord with the appealing 
personality of the forlorn ghost. To simplify this set 
would be to deprive it of the value given to it by the 
intuition and the dexterity of its designer. 

Yet Mr. Belasco, always alert to perceive the possi- 
bilities of every new development in the art of the stage, 
has more recently bestowed upon ‘Marie Odille’ a very 
simple setting in harmony with its simpler theme; and 
so dextrously did he select the sparse elements of this 
less cumbered scene that there was no diminution in its 
pictorial support of the story. In both cases Mr. Bel- 
asco workt in obedience to the unchanging law which 
declares that it is the perfection of a woman’s dress to 
make its wearer look her best without distracting or even 
attracting attention to itself. 

The dominating principle in putting a drama on the 
stage is plain enough. Every play ought to be provided 
with the specific background which will best serve to 
bring out its own essential quality. A brilliant comedy 
of modern society like Clyde Fitch’s ‘Truth’ will call 
for a scenic setting more complex than would be ap- 
propriate for a fleeting episode like Lady Gregory’s 
‘Rising of the Moon.’ 

It is not often that the author himself is as willing to 
leave the choice of method to the producer as Echegaray 
disclosed himself to be in the directions prefixt to his 
one-act piece, the ‘Street Singer’:— “The stage repre- 
sents a square or a street. There may or there may not 
be trees; there may or there may not be seats; there may 
or there may not be lighted lamps. The only thing 
which is essential is the wall of a house facing the spec- 
tators so that the Beggars and the Singer may take their 
places against it. The time is night.” 

BranDER MATTHEWs. 





THOUGHTS ON INDUSTRIAL PEACE 


HERE do we go from here, boys?” Frankly, no 

one knows and few are reckless enough to play 
the réle of prophet. What are the accepted ideas on the 
labor question? There are none on the more perplexing 
phases. All ideas are challenged. As peace leads us 
across the threshold of a new era, we find ourselves adrift 
in strange seas, with would-be pilots urging conflicting 
plans. The big issue is not wages, but one of industrial 
control. How shall it be divided between the state, the 
employer, and the employees? There are those who, 
like the Federation of Labor, believe that combinations 
of labor should never be ruled or restricted by the 
law — at least so far as their economic power is con- 
cerned — and that they should have the legal right by 
economic militancy to extort what they can from the 
state. They would free Mooney by a threat of strike and 
in like manner would prevent the transportation of diplo- 
matic delegates whom they disapprove. They say that 
the only basis between society and the organized workers 
is one of codperation, wherein the organized workers make 
treaties with the state, like an independent sovereign power, 
and fix the terms upon which they will serve society. 
These people are more like syndicalists than socialists; 
their movement is economic rather than political. 

There are other groups who feel that our basic indus- 
trial institutions are rotten, and that industrial peace is 
an abomination until the foundations are altered. They 
seek syndicalism or socialism in some form, and look upon 
any lull in the conflict as the greatest menace: for dis- 
content is the only vehicle in which they can ride to their 
destination. A third class, which we may term the con- 
servative, is convinced that our institutions are not 
fundamentally wrong, but would seek industrial peace 
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by codperation between employers and workers, and the 
development of a just factory organization without aban- 
doning private control or efficient management. They 
cherish the faith that collective action and education 
among the workers will give them progressively but 
gradually a greater participation in that part of the 
government of private industry which directly concerns 
their interests. How far and how fast the progress will 
go is not to them the crucial test: for that will depend 
largely upon the capacity of the workers. The faster and 
farther this progress goes, the better it will suit every- 
body, so long as industry is not seriously impaired. The 
apostles of this school have the advantage; they do not 
speculate; they accept existing institutions, and present a 
program of immediate practicability and unlimited pos- 
sibilities. It is to this class I speak. 

Everything in Great Britain points to a new industrial 
régime, where national, district, and shop committees of 
labor and capital will meet in joint councils to dispose of 
matters surrounding conditions of employment. Upon 
this plan the leading economists, the committee appointed 
by the British Association for the Advancement of Science, 
the tentative report of the Government Reconstruction 
Committees, and the Government Committee to Investi- 
gate the Causes of Industrial Unrest, are all agreed. Some 
feel that (I) these Joint Councils should have some power 
to adopt rules binding on the recalcitrant minority. 
Others, like our Federal Industrial Relations Commission, 
would (II) make it possible for employers’ associations 
and unions by economic pressure to practically force the 
entire industry to join their respective associations. And 
still others feel (III) that the great power of such highly 
organized societies requires that the government also 
be a party to every agreement. But regardless of how 
we feel as to the comparative advantages of these different 
plans, it may be taken as practically settled in Great 
Britain that the important questions surrounding the 
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employment of labor there, will in the future be settled, 
as they are now being settled, by joint conferences of 
employers and representatives of labor. 

In January, 1918, there was launched in Great Britain 
a new political organization representative of the laboring 
interests, which may prove epochal in British political 
history. The old labor party is working with the Trade 
Union Congress and the industrial codperative societies 
and it is hoped that after allowance is made for duplica- 
tion, a new alliance representing at least two-fifths of the 
entire population of Great Britain will operate cohesively. 
It is publicly thrown open, not to manual wage earners 
alone, but to all workers by “hand or by brain.” With 
a broad appeal to all who render active service to society, 
it contemplates a campaign against the so-called idle 
rich and the unproductive recipients of rents and divi- 
dends. Some people refer to them as the “kept class.” 
The program of this movement is socialistic in the ortho- 
dox sense: for it seeks common ownership of public 
utilities and private industries at such time and in such 
manner as may seem to them expedient. 

Furthermore, the Government of Great Britain has 
been practically conceding a treaty-making power to its 
workers by making agreements with them as the price 
of industrial peace. That is government by strike and 
not by ballot, and it is subversive of the fundamental 
principles of democracy. Mr. Bonar Law’s recent utter- 


ances indicate that the country may be awakening to 
the danger of this policy, for he has recently declared the 
duty of the government to repress strikes directed against 


the community. 


In this country conditions are somewhat better, so 
far as the general interests of society are concerned, but 
important changes are at hand. 


There is the pervading thought that the day of the 
working people is at hand, and that democracy has 
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come into its own; the radicalism of yesterday becomes 
the conservatism of today; things once deemed sacred 
are ridiculed and challenged, and much that we thought 
impracticable is put into practice. Virtually every dis- 
interested economist, investigator, and student, and 
perhaps a majority of the thinking people stand united 
for collective bargaining and a broader participation of 
the workers in that part of the government of industry 
which concerns their welfare. And that is not all. ‘One 
looming shadow of this war,” says Mr. Hoover, a practical 
man of affairs, “is its drift toward socialism. We shall 
surely drift to that rocky coast unless we can prove the 
economic soundness and willingness for public service 
of our commercial institutions.” 

Mr. Samuel Gompers, catching this spirit of the times 
more than most men, and seeing in it an opportunity for 
the workers which he is determined to exploit by eloquent 
and fiery phrases, exhorted the delegates to the Buffalo 
Convention of the Federation of Labor in the fall of 
1917 to make the most of it. 

“Under the burning heat of necessity, civilization is 
now in a fluid state. The group which has the most 
intelligent self-interest will control developments. The 
world cataclysm swept away conventions and barriers to 
aspiration. This is a time when the impossible is achieved. 
It is a time when there is no check on the audacity of 
aspiration. Upon the delegates to the Buffalo Con- 
vention devolves the duty of proving themselves masters 
of their opportunities, and able to take advantage of 
the leadership within their grasp. It is idle to talk of 
1eturning to the status quo ante— the America and 
the world of before the war have gone, never to return.” 

Mr. Charles M. Schwab has spoken as follows: 

“We are at the threshold of a new social era.... It 
means but one thing, and that is that the man who labors 
with his hands, who does not possess property, is the one 
who is going to dominate the affairs of this world, not 
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merely Russia, Germany, and the United States, but the 
whole world.” 


This feeling of change, precipitated and crystallized by 
the war, is but the inevitable harvest of disturbed and 
disordered industrial conditions which antedated the war, 
and the collapse of government in dealing with them. 


Most people unfamiliar with the literature and psychology 
of the working classes, and the conditions of lawlessness 
which had prevailed unchecked in some of our larger cities, 
do not realize the extent to which we have been living 


in an anti-social state of industrial war, and a still more 
abnormal and dangerous state of anti-social propaganda. 
These cannot last indefinitely, any more than the state 
of war in Europe could last indefinitely. 


The industrial conflict is no longer a private issue be- 
tween employer and employe, but has become primarily 


an issue between organized labor and our existing institu- 
tions. It is the universal problem of organized society. 


In the industrial conflicts in the mining fields and a 


number of cities in the West, have occurred struggles 


with labor of which those in the East know little. Large 
bodies of disinterested citizens have armed themselves as 
bands of vigilantes to suppress disorder; and fights with 


employers have been overshadowed by struggles with 


the government and Society. While most of organized 
labor is not avowedly revolutionary, it has so often come 
into collision with courts and authorities, that it has a 


spirit of distrust toward even democratic government, 


and is unwilling quietly to accept the administration of 
law. The American Federation of Labor in Convention 
at Baltimore in November, 1916, and again in Buffalo in 
November, 1917, officially declared for open defiance of 
labor injunctions; and the Federation and the Railroad 
Brotherhoods declared that any law regulating the right 
to strike on railroads would not be obeyed. They unite 


in refusing to accept arbitration or governmental regula- 
tion as a substitute for the death-dealing power of a 
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national railroad strike, and do so on the ground that in 
all society no fair arbitrators can be found. So we have 
the entire body of organized labor publicly challenging 
the fairness of society and the sovereignty of the nation. 
If we would have labor seek progress only through politi- 


cal channels; and, after it had exercised its rights at the 


polls, interpose neither physical nor economic resistance 
to the authority of government, we must help dissipate the 
disrepute into which it has brought the authority of law, 


and endeavor to bring it into greater reconcilement with 
the processes of democratic society. 


Our existing institutions cannot long survive the re- 
sistance with which they were meeting before the war; and 


when the subsidence of the external problem again re- 
leases internal strife, some safety valve must be devised 


to reduce the pressure toward social disunion. A nation 
divided against itself, as this country is by the labor 
question, soon must find some way of overcoming that 


division, the very existence of which demonstrates the 


inadequacy and ineptitude of our present systems. In 
three decades of severe industrial strife, despite improved 
conditions of the workers, we have made no substantial 


progress toward industrial peace or a lessening of class 


bitterness. Industrial strife is not one whit less extensive, 


less brutal, or less bitter than it was thirty years ago. 
Codperation is the gospel of the day; but it is little 
practised between capital and labor. Labor unions are 


not organized or operated primarily for codperation, but 


for war; their machinery is adjusted to a program of 
militancy, and their leaders proclaim it a militant move- 
ment. ‘The average employers’ association suffers from 
the same defect; and its salaried representatives aim to 
keep alive a sense of peril which will solidify employers 
for self defense. Even shop committees of unorganized 
workers are usually discouraged by labor itself. In many 
industries on both sides everything is focussed on indus- 
trial war; the employers, despite their superior intelligence, 
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have not had the vision to accompany their work of self de- 
fense with some systematic effort toward a more perma- 
nent basis of industrial peace and codperation. 

At the present time the leaders of Capital and Labor 
have been taught so to despise and hate each other that 
in many industries they refuse to meet face to face. In 
this respect the employer is the greater offender, as there 
are large and prominent employers’ associations which, 
through sad experience, have felt it necessary to forbid 
conferences with union delegates. “There reasoning is 
clear. Who will contract with the irresponsible? Who 
will enter into relations of intimacy and dependency with 
those who can injure them with impunity?” Irresponsi- 
ble unionism will always prove the mother of anti-union- 
ism. Because of these conditions among some employers, 
it has grown to be a test of sportsmanship never to have 
treated with the traditional enemy, and to boastof the fact. 

A few shortsighted employers, forced by economic ne- 
cessities to accept union demands, have negotiated in ad- 
joining rooms, but flatly refusing personally to meet the 
union representatives, have hired intermediaries to con- 
duct negotiations and thereafter to treat with the union 
in the factories. Others, when forced to sign an agreement 
with the union, have insisted that each sign separate cop- 
ies, in order that the employer’s name might not appear 
upon the same paper with that of the union. Men who 
stand on such a ridiculous and illogical platform accept 
all the disadvantages of union recognition, increase its 
dangers by continuing estrangement, and toss away the 
golden opportunities for promoting harmony and co- 
operation. A while ago a prominent employer resented 
the appearance of a prominent lawyer upon the same plat- 
form with Mr. Gompers. Surely nothing could do more 
to inflame the resentment of organized labor than such 
affronts to its representatives. These organizations exist 
in fact, and are deemed a necessity in our democracy; no 
contrary view will prevail. By treating the union as an 
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outlaw the employer keeps the leaders of outlawry in 
control, and slams the door on the peacemaker; by de- 
claring a state of war, he justifies the jingoistic orator of 
the union meeting, and helps to elect the fighter to office. 

The union, too, is in this same particular an offender. 
The United Mine Workers, the largest trade union in the 
United States, expelled John Mitchell because of his con- 
nection with the Civic Federation, an institution com- 
posed of representatives of labor, capital, and the public, 
and devoted to the cause of industrial peace. Even such 
an intellectual paper as the New Republic, which one 
would expect to be above such personal feeling, declares 
that Mr. Gompers has erred in publicly associating himself 
with the enemies of labor. This attitude of personal re- 
sentment, distrust and suspicion, which deters employers 
and labor leaders from frankly meeting in joint confer- 
ences, is probably the greatest single obstacle to industrial 
peace, and serves more to keep alive industrial warfare 
than a dozen other things of seemingly greater importance. 
Today a gulf exists between these opposing interests, and 
it is as difficult for one to understand the viewpoint of 
the other as it was for Germany to grasp the viewpoint of 
Great Britain. It is difficult to erect the structure of in- 
dustrial peace and arbitration upon the foundations of 
industrial war. The foundations must be gradually al- 
tered, and by joint action, just as we propose national 
disarmament by joint action. Both unions and employers’ 
associations must undergo a radical modification in their 
organization, officials, and objectives. 

But what shall we do to make a start? Where begins 
the highway to industrial peace? Business men want 
practical suggestions. What is the first and most helpful 
step which this nation can take to minimize hostility and 
distrust, and to approach mutual understanding and co- 
operation? The first prerequisite is to sweep away the 
rubbish of prejudice, which prevents joint conferences, and 
build in its place the sound foundations of common counsel. 
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The labor question is essentially a human question. 
The average human being is a most extraordinary in- 
strument who can be played upon to reach heights of 
greatest sacrifice or to abase himself to lowest levels of 
bestiality; he can be stirred to anger and resentment, or 
can be made to respond with feelings of loyalty and co- 
operation. In all things he is the source of all hope and 
inspiration and the creation of all obstacles and dangers. 
Human nature is capable of making the labor problem 
the greatest holocaust or a state of peaceful and mutual 
service. We do not need to be reminded that blundering 
and misunderstanding will send men smiling to the stake 
for even an unworthy cause. It is easy to provoke a 
fight by an uncompromising or insolent front, but he 
who feels real responsibility, whether he be employer 
or labor leader, will spend as much thought on unselfish 
conciliation as on selfish defense. Employers and em- 
ployees are building for posterity, and the unborn who 
succeed them will have no hand in shaping the industrial 
edifice which they inherit. Will it be a crumbling temple, 
shaken and shattered by the storms of class hate, or will 
it be built of the enduring material of common counsel 
and mutual tolerance? 

Our local and national employers’ associations are the 
best medium which employers have for education and 
expression, and through them the employers, who are 
the leaders of greatest responsibility, must teach a new 
mental attitude. These associations should not limit 
themselves to the work of defense, important as that 
work is, during times of industrial warfare, but should 
establish committees of progressive and sympathetic 
employers whose sole duty is to study intensively the best 
methods of cooperating with labor in the factory. They 
should study the conditions in the shops of all their 
members, not only with a view to discovering the most 
successful plans for securing loyalty and codperation, 
but with the determination to use the influence of the 
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organization in eliminating conditions which are irritating 
and unjust. Associations which fall short of this duty 
will fall short of securing public confidence, while the full 
assumption of this new function will unconsciously change 
the character of their leadership from men of the more 
militant type to men with a broader and more statesman- 
like view of the problem. There is as much to be gained 
by an intelligent offensive in the interests of the workers 
as there is by a strong defensive against their unscrupulous 
leaders. Of necessity each employer is his brother’s 
keeper. The sins of each member of the group are visited 
on all. They are judged by the attitude of their class. 
And when the employers’ associations have established 
these committees on reconstruction and conciliation, 
they can well say to all groups of workers, whether labor 
unions or not, ‘“‘Go thou and do likewise.” 


The war furnished the greatest of opportunities for 
bringing these clashing interests together, and one vaguely 
feels that it has not been realized. It was hoped that the 
National War Labor Board, created in a time of national 
distress, would accomplish much in this direction, but 
it has not measured up to our hopes and expectations. 
The appointment as one of its joint chairman of a man 
who prided himself on his aggressive partisanship and 
non-judicial temperament —a man who gave comfort 
to the Bridgeport munition workers when striking against 
the Board’s award and holding up the flow of munitions 
to our boys at the front— the appointment of such a 
man was not calculated to promote a spirit of codperation 
and conciliation. The result has been a keen and re- 
grettable distrust on the part of employers of any plan 
to continue this Board or its equivalent. But some such 
Board, composed of representatives of labor and capital, 
must be continued, to meet regularly and deliberate on 
these problems. Its discussions will enlighten the public 
and the government as to the fundamental issues and 
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will focus the condemnation of public opinion on both 
the employers and labor representatives who insist upon 
demands opposed to public interests. Its very existence 
will help in no small degree to wipe out that feeling of 
prejudice and personal hostility which obstructs co- 
operation. Little progress can be made toward industrial 
peace when associations of manufacturers meet annually 
by themselves and denounce labor leaders, and little 
progress can come from the. exclusive meetings of the 
Federation of Labor where employers are denounced as 
Bourbons. Such class conventions blindly stimulate 
antagonism against people whose motives and purposes 
they scarcely understand, and fire hatred against an 
entire class for the mistakes and excesses of a few. 

A governmental Labor Board would have no power to 
compel parties to submit to compulsory arbitration, but 
would establish the necessary machinery for joint con- 
ference, conciliation and voluntary arbitration. To this 
end it should establish joint conference and arbitration 
boards for different industries and communities, with a 
view to creating a system of self constituted judicature 
which would minimize the necessity for government inter- 
ference and regulation. If employers and employees can 
show themselves more capable of self regulation, they will 
meet with less clamor for external regulation on the part 
of the government. 

To attach such a plan to the Department of Labor, or 
to leave its creation or functions to any other political 
department would be a mistake. Its success will largely 
depend on its detachment from political agencies. The 
employers in particular are suspicious of the disinterested- 
ness of the Labor Department, and both interests are sus- 
picious of government intervention. It is the non-political 
self-governing features of the place which would appeal 
to them. To the outsider its greatest value would be its 
advance toward cooperation between organized capital 
and organized labor. 
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It is time to lay aside our prejudices and to take new 
measurements, based upon the new spirit of democracy; 
it is time to put in practice the theories which we profess. 
We stand for codperation, but there can be no codperation 
when the great organizations of labor and capital refuse 
to meet on a common ground, and in the midst of their 
star chamber proceedings endeavor to increase the camou- 
flage of distrust and suspicion. The way to cooperate is 
to codperate; the way to avoid misunderstandings is to 
have a more frequent interchange of views, and more 
personal contact between the representatives of the two 
sides. The destinies of industry rest not alone in the 
hands of labor, nor yet in the hands of capital, but jointly 
in the hands of both, and subordinate to the interests of 
society. In this country political commissions to investi- 
gate the causes of industrial unrest, and report to the 
government, have proved failures. The recommendation 
of the commission which investigated the Debs riots never 
bore fruit; the recommendations of the coal strike com- 
mission, though the most helpful of all, are now little re- 
membered; the Federal Industrial Relations Commission 
never commanded the confidence of employers, because 
they were never fairly represented upon it. Although the 
labor union interests were represented by three of the 
leaders of militant unionism, not one single representative 
was allowed for the many and extensive employers’ asso- 
ciations which then were devoted to the study of the in- 
dustrial problem. A majority of the Commissioners were 
known to be believers in the closed shop and the secondary 
boycott; and its chairman, as we all know, became the 
advocate of socialistic doctrines which astonished us only 
by their boldness. The commission failed to function be- 
cause of the unfairness of those appointments. Progress 
commanding confidence will not be made through political 
partisanship or any attempt to make our government the 
servant of one class, but only through the deliberations 
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of the elected representatives of the parties in interest, in 
whom those parties place their confidence. 

But there is another and equally important phase to 
this subject. If all opposition to the growth of labor 
organization — whether in the form of shop organization 
or national unions, is withdrawn, and the government is 
to use its influence to bring about a general recognition 
of the principle of collective bargaining — which does 
not mean the closed shop — it must be upon condition 
that labor organizations, whatever their form and scope, 
are prepared to play the réle of business organizations, 
respectful of the liberties of others, and responsible alike to 
employers and the government, both for the performance 
of their contracts and for reasonable endeavors to main- 
tain law and order in industrial disputes. 

The policy of conciliation and codperation must not 
be conducted at the expense of tried principles of human 
justice and right. The employer must not be asked to 
deal with a faithless or revolutionary organization. The 
wheels of government must not revolve to the threat 
of a national strike. Organizations must not be built 
up by coercion, and our personal liberties or the right 
of individual self determination, must not be sacrificed. 
In brief, the public policy of codperation and conciliation 
must not be distorted into a program of compromise with 
wrong. It is strange but true that the tendencies of our 
time should call for such a comment. 

Large associations, whether of employers or employes, 
exercise a power for good or ill far beyond that which is 
exercised by the individual, and Society should exact from 
them a commensurate responsibility. They must guaran- 
tee to Society — just as the ordinary employer guarantees 
to Society — the conduct of their agents and representa- 
tives. If labor unions are to be accepted as a useful in- 
strumentality in solving the labor problem, and the prin- 
ciple of collective bargaining is to be encouraged, labor 
unions must underwrite the collective agreement, and use 
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the full power of their discipline to secure observance. 
If labor organizations are to be permitted to instigate 
and finance strikes, they must maintain law and order in 
connection with those strikes. Society cannot tolerate 
the existence of such powerful institutions upon any 
other conditions. 

If, through the joint cooperation of labor and capital, 
the foundations of industrial war are to be gradually re- 
placed by the foundations of industrial peace, they should 
consider the platform of the Open Shop, Collective Bar- 
gaining and Joint Conference. The refusal to recognize 
unions or shop committees is a war measure, and the 
demand for the closed shop is a retaliatory measure: 
neither can be surrendered except in consideration of 
the surrender of the other. Here is a basis of compromise 
which involves no capitulation of sound principles, but 
an abandonment of a wrong and untenable position by 
employers, in exchange for the abandonment of a wrong 
and untenable position by the unions. 

The closed shop as a national policy is opposed by ex- 
perience and the fundamental principles of law and eco- 
nomics; its war on the non-unionist, its aim at monopoly, 
and its denial of equal rights, militate against our free 
institutions, and its effects are economically disastrous. 
It brought Great Britain to the verge of commercial dis- 
aster in times of peace; and when war broke out the union 
leaders of Great Britain recognized that the establish- 
ment of the open shop was imperative if the Empire 
were to win the war. An artificial monopoly of labor 
maintained by coercive combinations is as much destruc- 
tive of healthy rivalry, human incentive, and the benefits 
of competition, as any monopoly of capital. Unless labor 
organizations are subject to the possibilities of competi- 
tion through the policy of the open shop and the open 
door, they will rely upon a forced monopoly alone, and 
will lose all incentive to make union membership attrac- 
tive, and union management serviceable or efficient; all 
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elements of enterprise and healthy growth for organized 
labor will be ended, and it will enter an era of decadence. 
The interests of the country can be safeguarded from 
these dangers only if there are rival unions and a large 


body of non-union men. 


These requisites of industrial peace — union responsi- 
bility, integrity of contracts, union recognition, collective 
bargaining, and the open shop — are too complex for such 


a brief discussion as this, but one thing is reasonably 
clear — if property owners are to preserve individual rights 
and private property, they must at any cost reduce the 
causes of social discontent, and prove themselves capable of 
a constructive and liberal movement for industrial peace. 


Because our institutions are in transition and flux, and 
we are wavering between a past which will soon be extinct, 
and a future still in the clouds, it is the peculiar duty of 


this generation to enter the new epoch with a sense of 


social faith and social duty which recognizes that the 
democracy for which the nations have been warring de- 
pends on self restraint and self control, and means the en- 


thronement of the State as the agency of the people, to 


which all classes must render obedience. To defy such 


a state, or threaten it with defiance if certain laws are 
passed, to resist its constituted authority, or even to fail 
in coéperation with it, is to be untrue to democracy and 


to destroy faith in its ideals. 
Watter Gorpon Merritt. 





OF FLOWERS AND MEN 


OW much more interesting flowers would be,” 
said Eustace, ‘‘if men had designed them.” 
**Nonsense!”’ I answered. 
“No,” he said, “it’s good sense. They could not be 


more beautiful, but as emanations from the soul of man, 


or woman, they would be as much more interesting as 
the soul is more interesting than the soil.” 
“‘An antithesis, even if alliterative,” I objected, ‘“‘is 


no argument. And nothing could be more interesting 
than the way that flowers simply come up of their own 


motion out of the black dirt, often differing in such amaz- 
ing ways, yet coming out of the same black dirt. The 


interest of mystery is the deepest of all.” 


“Not to me,” said Eustace, “at least not in this case. 
Think how even the association of a flower with some 


particular person gives it a special interest — the corn- 
flowers of the old Emperor William, for instance, or the 


primroses that got Prince Albert so admirably mixed 
up with Disraeli. And if the old emperor had made his 


corn-flowers, or Prince Albert the primroses - 


“You are not proving your case,” I interrupted. ‘““The 
thought of the emperor poisons corn-flowers for me, and 
Queen Victoria’s sentimentality gone askew makes prim- 
roses ridiculous. If that is what you mean by ‘interest,’ 
certainly I prefer mysterious anonymity.” 

Eustace laughed. “But think of Linneus and his 
beloved little twin-flower. And think how the Irish have 
poetized the shamrock, though it isn’t even a flower. And 
the iris — it’s more than a beautiful thing, it’s history and 
poetry and romance when we see it as the Lily of France.” 

“But we mustn’t see it so,” I protested. ‘“‘Of course 
a real fleur-de-lis is an iris, but the so-called fleur-de-lis 


of heraldry isn’t. I have a book that tells how it de- 
379 
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veloped from the luck-horns of western Asia, just as did 
the little coral horns that Italians wear as charms against 
the evil eye, and also something much more important — 
the Ionic capital.” 

““Nonsense!”’ cried Eustace in his turn. 

“Or,” I added, “if that does not please you, I have 
another book that shows how the Ionic capital developed 
from the lilies or lotuses of the Nile as conventional- 
ized by the old Egyptians, and it is easy to trace the 
Lily of France to the same source. But give me some 
more examples of personal association.” 

“No, I might be tempted to tell too much. I might 
tell you what the narcissus means to me because a woman 
once — but I won’t.” 

“You never will be really instructive,” I complained. 

“Tt is very instructive,” said Eustace, tacking smoothly, 
“‘to consider a person’s preferences in the way of flowers. 
We know a lot about Linneus just by knowing that, in 
spite of all the splendid flaunters he had to do with, he 
liked best of all such a modest yet exquisite little thing. 
On the other hand, it sets you against people, doesn’t it, 
if they like American Beauty roses? And I used to know 
a woman whom I never could take at other people’s high 
valuation, because she had a passion for lilies-of-the- 
valley. It showed such a lack of character, not to speak 
of a lack of eye, to prefer to all else such an obvious, child- 
like bit of design.” 

“Then,” I said, “Sif she had made a flower it would 
have been pretty bad. Think what awful things most 
people would make!” 

“Don’t be so literal. God forbid that all sorts of people 
should design flowers! I was only thinking that if the 
good flowers we actually have 

“The good flowers? I have been taught that nature 
never makes anything that isn’t good, that if her things 
don’t look well it is because we have given them an in- 
harmonious environment.” 
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“Environment counts, of course,” said Eustace. 
“Palms are certainly handsome, but they look like the 
dickens when they are set out-of-doors in our northern 
gardens to swear at the elms and lilacs and roses that 
they don’t belong with. But plenty of flowers are in- 
trinsically ugly. Look by the roadside, at yarrow for 
instance, or tansy which isn’t much better; and look in 
the garden. I don’t know where the scarlet salvia grows 
wild, but I am sure it is hideous even there: for the leaves 
are awkwardly shaped and a bad shade of green, and the 
flowers are raggedly shaped and a crude shade of scarlet 
that doesn’t go with the green. It’s a disgrace to its 
maker. And those awful bushy white hydrangeas that 
disfigure almost every garden and front yard in the whole 
country — such coarse panicles of flowers, far too big 
for the bush, and turning after a while to the color of 
raw meat.” 

‘And the other hydrangeas?” I asked. 

“Not so bad but not good enough to be spotted about 
everywhere, as they are. Or, rather, just good enough 
to be the favorite plant in a place like Newport. There’s 
a revelation, a local transliteration of human character 
for you! There are delightful gardens, charming ones, 
at Newport; but they keep quiet: they are hidden away 
where only one who knows can find them. And the places 
one can’t help seeing are stuffed with things that have 
no grace or sentiment, chiefly hydrangeas and pink holly- 
hocks, and are all trying to be just alike, never welcoming 
a new idea, much less seeking for one.” 

“You have newer ideas yourself,” I said, “when you 
are abusing nature.” 

“She often deserves it. Sometimes she goes wrong 
in the design of a flower, and sometimes she goes wrong 
in its setting. Only a very stupid man could have gone 
so far wrong as to make things as pretty as chicory flowers, 
and then set them here and there at random on almost 
leafless awkward sticks — especially as we have so few 
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flowers that are really blue. And think of the wild 
carrot ——” 

“Queen Anne’s lace?” I interrupted. ‘‘Well, I am 
with you now. It is a shame that such exquisite flowers 
are not properly presented to the world.” 

“If they grew on a pretty plant,” Eustace added, 
“everybody would adore them; but even as it is, if they 
were rare and hard to get, instead of being multitudinous 
weeds, millionaires would squabble for them as they do 
for the hideous plants that bear orchids.” 

“Why doesn’t somebody cultivate them,” I asked, — 
“try to improve not the flower but the plant? And that 
reminds me that people have made flowers — at least, 
have modified them so that they are something really 
new. Nature never made anything like our garden and 
hot-house roses.” 

“No,” said Eustace, “but our hybrids and doubled 
flowers are not really designed. Gardeners merely work 
over them, and then sit back to see what will happen. 
Sometimesit is a good result, likedoubled roses and wonder- 
fully colored gladioli, and sometimes it is a bad result, 
like a doubled narcissus, which is an insult to its name.” 

“People always take a great interest, though, in gar- 
deners’ novelties.” 

“Yes, and that helps to prove my point. It’s the hu- 
man factor that makes a garden variety more popular 
than it would be if it were a new discovery from nature’s 
workshop. And it is most interesting when not an anony- 
mous gardener but somebody like Luther Burbank has 
made it.” 

Then, after a pause, Eustace affirmed, “All that I have 
said is true, and it is more broadly instructive than per- 
haps you think.” 

“How?” 

“As proving that it is the touch of the human soul that 
makes a work of art more interesting, more significant, 
more appealing than a work of nature can be.” 
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“Oh!” I exclaimed. 

“Yes,” he insisted. “I am not talking of landscapes 
or skies or the sea—they have souls of their own — 
but of single objects. Intrinsically, nothing that man 
ever made is as perfectly, as marvelously beautiful as 
a beautiful flower, yet we are interested by works of 
art, thrilled by them, enraptured, obsessed sometimes, 
as we never are by flowers. Were you ever thrilled by 
a real white rose as by the one that Manet stuck in a 
loaf of bread? Or by the sight of a real animal as by 
Arthur Davies’ little white unicorns?” 

“No,” I had to confess, ‘‘ never.” 

“Tt’s our knowledge that a man made a thing that 
gives it personality, which is something more than indi- 
viduality — gives it a soul, gives a soul not only to pic- 
tures and statues and buildings but even to little simple 
things that have merely abstract form and color. No 
little old white Chinese vase is as marvelously lovely 
in form or color or texture as a calla-lily, but it gives us 


thrills and enthusiasms that a calla-lily cannot. And 
the big deduction from it all is that, whatever artists 
and critics and ‘estheticians’ may say, it is the way the 
artist feels and sees that determines the value of his 
product, and it is when a whole nation feels and sees, 
broadly speaking, in the same fashion, that we have a 
great national phase of art. Fidelity to the model is not 


”? 


the main thing 

“But everybody knows that,” I exclaimed. 

“Indeed, everybody does not, as you may discover any 
day in the year. Even learned persons familiar with 
works of art don’t always know it — not by any means! 
Have you never noticed, for example, how almost all 
archeologists and historians talk about Egyptian sculp- 
ture, lauding above all else the early things, the ‘real- 
istic’ things, that, esthetically, are inferior to the more 
abstract later ones? But the artist or the critic goes just 
as far wrong in the other direction when he insists that 
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the main thing in painting is color or rhythm, or is spacing 
or ‘the pattern’ or the realization of three dimensions, 
the ‘palpability,’ the ‘plastic fulness’ that Mr. Hamilton 
Wright, for instance, lays such stress upon. All these 
are valuable and some of them are indispensible, but the 
main factor, for good or ill, is the quality of the human 
soul that uses them.” 

“But isn’t that just what many of the most neo-modern 
of the moderns exalt — the effort to express one’s own 
feeling or one’s own individualities of vision?” 

“Effort isn’t the thing. The prime quality I mean is 
unselfconscious. It isn’t what a man strives for — it’s 
the way he was born. Think of our flowers again. Phid- 
ias was born of such a sort that he might have de- 
signed a narcissus. Rubens wasn’t. Perhaps Prince 
Albert could have made a primrose. Certainly Dis- 
raeli couldn’t! If he had tried his best to be so simple 
he couldn’t have managed it. And this indicates that 
theorizing isn’t so important as some of the neo-moderns, 
as you call them, are pleased to believe.” 

“But doesn’t every artist,” I asked, “‘theorize about 
the way he does his work?” 

**T don’t mean that. I mean theorizing about the kind 
of work he ought to want todo. The great Greeks theo- 
rized about the way they treated their architectural 
forms — theorized so subtilely that we can’t follow them. 
But they didn’t theorize about what they ought to build. 
They knew. They were born to build that kind of thing. 
To-day the architect does theorize in this way — and we 
see the difference between a living art and his, which is 
only half alive. That is, half alive excepting in things, 
like skyscrapers, which he can’t theorize about, because 
he simply has to build them. He was born into a world 
that definitely wants them and, barring matters of de- 
tail, wants them thus and so. Therefore, the good ones 
and the bad ones together, they are the only really live 
things we have in architecture. There’s another point 
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too. Your neo-moderns don’t seem to know — I’m 
speaking of painters now — that ‘expression’ means a 
form of utterance comprehensible by other minds with- 
out further explanation. Who can even dimly guess 
what they mean by some of their pictures!” 

‘And so they don’t express themselves,” I commented. 

“Yes,” said Eustace, “they do express themselves. 
Everybody must who makes a work of art, or an alleged 
one. But they don’t express what they have thought 
that they ought to want to try to say. The proof is that 
(as Mr. Wright so simply and beautifully remarks about 
the Neo-Impressionists), “Their claims have no substan- 
tiation in our receptivity.’” 

Mrs. ScHuyLER VAN RENSSELAER. 





THE TWO IDEALS 
FIRST PAPER 


F we may trust those disconcerting gentlemen, the 

psychologists, it appears to be established that the 
world which we inhabit as adults, the richly diversi- 
fied world of cities, fields, rivers, mountains, clouds, ani- 
mals, people, and other things innumerable, is not at all 
the world into which we were born. According to these 
disturbers of the psychic peace, Stevenson was not speak- 
ing for the very young child when he wrote, 


The world is so full of a number of things 
I am sure we should all be as happy as kings. 


For the environment of the baby, they say, is a colorless, 
meaningless, characterless vapor of feeling; or, as William 
James put it in one of his inimitable phrases, a “buzzing 


blooming confusion.” 

One of the early tasks, then, which the seemingly help- 
less little immigrant has thrust upon him is the God-like 
one of forming a world out of chaos. And the most im- 
mediate problem, that of keeping soul and body together, 
having somehow been solved, a beginning is soon made 
on the job of sorting out the grand mix-up. Indeed, 
finding a place to get meals is itself the beginning of the 
process. So early is it demonstrated that to live to a 
purpose, one must live. 

What could be more fascinating, if it were possible, 
than to observe just how the world of the adult, with 
all its variety and contrast, with all its laws and related- 
ness, little by little takes shape out of a psychic nebula? 
Alas, we are left entirely to speculation, or at best to 
risky analogy. Great as the triumph of science has 
been, no trail has yet been found to the land of for- 
gotten days. Think of some of the things we can do. 

386 
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We can determine the chemical composition of stellar 
bodies so far removed in space that we lack means of 
conveying an appreciable idea of their distance. We 
can detect organisms so small that when a drop of blood 
containing them is diluted five million times they are still 
present in sufficient numbers to affect an organism in- 
juriously if a bit of the liquid be introduced into its blood. 
We can tell the story of organic and cosmic evolution 
back hundreds of millions of years beyond the first ap- 
pearance of men upon earth, and we can predict thousands 
upon thousands of years in advance changes that will 
ultimately overtake our globe. Marvelous achievements, 
these, which would have held spellbound not only the 
Greek philosophers on the Aigean, but the Greek gods 
on Olympus. Nevertheless, our baby-hood, the period 
of our lives when laboriously we laid down the first broad 
foundations of the world we now very largely take for 
granted, remains an unrecovered country, to whose bourne 
no traveler returns. 


I 

Well, however the world may come to be for the child, 
no distinction is at first made in it between fact and 
fiction. Everything is accepted on the same footing; all 
experience is of one tissue. Witches, fairies, giants, and 
all the creatures of irresponsible fancy have the same 
status as substantial things like cookies, toys, dogs, people. 
The kitten on the hearth-rug is real, but so is the cat of 
the wet, wild wood, that walks by himself, in all places 
alike. Out-of-doors is real, but so is the wonderland of 
Alice, and the world Jack discovered when he climbed 
the bean-stalk. Equally real are Cinderella, Little Red 
Riding Hood, the Don with a luminous Nose, the Cow that 
jumped over the Moon, and a rich assortment of others. 
They all are, and the question what they are has not arisen. 
For in this golden age the lion of fact and the lamb of 
fancy lie down together. 
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But not for long. In a world like ours, such pure 
democracy of interest, such equal hospitality to every 
form of experience, is not maintainable. And here at 
least we have an explanation. The thirst for knowledge 


closes the gates to paradise. To say that a child is in a 


world is to say that a world exists as a challenge to a 
child, a challenge to its curiosity and its desire for mas- 
tery. Bacon has received much credit for teaching men 
that knowledge is power, but children knew it long before 


Bacon, and have never forgotten it. In true Baconian 
fashion they face their world in the spirit of interrogation, 
determined to find a way to desired ends. Knowledge is 
power, but knowledge is disillusion. Growing curiosity, 


enlarging experience, increasing skill in observation soon 


bring contradictory beliefs into juxtaposition, with the 
result that a revision of beliefs, and then a fundamental 
reconstruction of the world, become necessary. And 
the first far-reaching reconstruction is the division of 


things into real and make-believe. It is impossible to 


mark the hour when this sophistication begins, for in- 


tellectual scepticism steals into childhood as dawn moves 
over the rim of night. But we are not without experiences 
which are typical of the process, although themselves of a 


more or less developed type. 
A young Chicago surgeon tells this story. “I remem- 


ber,”’ he says, ‘‘that when I was between five and six 
years old, and lived in a small town in Illinois, I had an 


interesting experience. Some weeks before Christmas 


our one drug store displayed a drum in the window. I 


wanted it badly. Having written to Santa Claus, as my 
parents suggested, I stopped daily in front of the window 
to admire the drum, and my desire for it grew until as 


Christmas drew near I could think of little else. Would 


Santa Claus bring me a drum like it? 
**Sure enough, on Christmas morning there she was! 
When the first rush of joy had spent itself, and I was 


examining the drum, I noticed that it was exactly like 
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the drug store drum, even down to a slight defect in one 
of the rims, and a small dent in its yellow tin side. This 
somehow made me wish to compare it, and I marched 
off to the drug store window. The drum was gone. I 


don’t know why, but like a flash came the thought that 
my drum was the very drum I had seen in the window 
for weeks. Then how could Santa Claus have brought 
it from the North the night before? I have forgotten 


what explanation my parents gave, but it didn’t satisfy 


me. I was sure that there was something wrong. I did 
not settle the point at once, but I felt, vaguely and yet 
really, that I had been missing something, and that I 


must keep a better watch on things. And so there came 


into existence a new boy who stood off and watched. Be- 
fore long not only had the great team of reindeer been 
permanently stabled, but I had concluded that there 
weren’t any giants and witches, just as there wasn’t any 
Santa Claus.” 


In some such manner the child arrives at the profound 


distinction between fact and fiction, between a real world 
and a world of make-believe, and determines not to mis- 
take the one for the other. The world which antedates 


the distinction is so intrinsically different from the one 


which succeeds it, and the individual has become so 
fundamentally changed in the process, that having once 
really crossed this Rubicon it becomes practically im- 


possible to go back again, even in memory or in imagina- 


tion. All of us, however, were such monists, or believers 
in one form of reality, in the beginning, and we became 
dualists only when the subtle development of our critical 


faculties, or a flagrant contradiction in our beliefs, com- 


pelled us to revise our judgment of reality. Rejecting a 


world of one stuff, we accepted some experiences as true, 
and some as not; which, had we been philosophers, and 
thus able to invent terms such as Reality and Appear- 


ance, might have got us a great reputation. 
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II 

Interesting and important as this phase of development 
is on its own account, it gains in significance when recog- 
nized as a stage in the progressive evolution of a new 
world and a new self. Differentiation between fact and 
fiction is a big step in sophistication, but the fanciful is 
not the only imaginative element intimately incorporated 
in the child’s universe. There is also what the adult calls 
the moral ideal. To the adult the moral ideal is the 
substance of things hoped for, but to the child the “ought” 
is as substantial as the “is.” Men and women think in 
terms of a moral order distinct from the concrete; not 
so the child. To the child the wrongness of lying is as 
real as the wetness of water. He takes chances with 
lying, but so he does with water. And while the dis- 
crimination between fact and fiction, once achieved, makes 
a life of intellectual innocence forever impossible, it does 
not, except in rare cases, disturb moral beliefs. On the 
contrary, even while the rift between the real and ‘the 
make-believe becomes constantly broader and deeper, 
and the primacy of the real ever more unquestionable, 
the expanding environment, in home, playground, school, 
and street, is persistently insinuating new imaginative 
elements — ideals of conduct, of character, of citizen- 
ship — into the world of accepted reality. Once more, 
however, enlarging experience gives rise to a conflict of 
beliefs; and conflict of beliefs, to the divorce of what had 
hither-to dwelt together in harmony. Again there is no 
saying just when, but sooner or later the growing child 
finds himself in an ambiguous environment, and is forced 
to reconstruct his world and to become a new self. The 
following record of such a change is characteristic, al- 
though it usually comes earlier. 

“IT was between thirteen and fourteen years of age,” 
writes a lawyer friend, “‘when for the first time the sus- 
picion definitely entered my head that right and wrong 
were not ultimate realities like laws of nature, but rules 
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invented by older people for children. It came about 
in this way. I lived in a small Wisconsin village, and 
my hero was the locomotive engineer of the scoot which 
ran between our village and the main line. Well, one 
day when I was getting some kerosene in a shed at the 
back of our general store, and he was sitting with some 
farmers’ hired help about the big stove, I heard my hero 
say, ‘Oh, of course, it’s me for the straight and narrow 
around here. But there ain’t a fellow of you’d have the 
nerve to follow my smoke in Chicago.’ I remember how 
instantly the whole thing was clear to me: that he lived 
two lives, one for the benefit of the village, and another, 
more to his liking, in the big city. I don’t know how I 
knew that the latter was not according to the moral 
code. Perhaps it was because in villages the wickedness 
of big cities, rather than anything else, is most advertised. 
At all events, my hero fell. Often since then I have won- 
dered whether the faces I saw about the stove as I went 
out were transformed by an incipient despisal aroused 
by the overheard remark, or whether I had simply never 
observed their coarseness before. They looked different, 
and I felt an unmistakable antipathy not unlike that 
toward things unclean. The incident might have passed 
into memory, as the discovery of other moral delinquen- 
cies had doubtless done, without any serious effect upon 
the foundations of my moral world, but for some reason 
it didn’t. Somehow the thought flashed into my mind 
(I am uncertain just how long after the experience with 
the engineer) that perhaps moral rules were like Santa 
Claus and fairy tales, things which you implicitly be- 
lieved until you reached a certain age, when you see into 
them. I became sceptical. I kept eyes and ears open, 
and the more I observed and thought about it, the better 
the hypothesis appeared to fit the facts. Before long I 
passed the theory on to my chum. To my surprise he 
also was armed with observations calculated to show 
that what our elders taught us to be of paramount im- 
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portance was more lightly regarded by themselves. I 
seemed to experience a marked expansion of individuality 
by virtue of this insight. What my discovery might 
have led to I cannot tell, for about that time a little dark- 
eyed maiden became the all-absorbing interest, and my 
adoration for her revalued all values. But that is really 
not part of this story.” 

Of course not every boy has his moral eyes opened 
in just this way. Not to speak of those who experience 
no specific moral crisis, many become moral doubters 
through imitation, or through the encouragement of the 
more worldly-wise. In most cases, perhaps, the surge 
of life pushes the individual into actions which violate 
hitherto accepted standards, and moral scepticism is a 
gesture of self-defence. Differences in detail but identity 
in principle. Experience coming into contradiction with 
experience, belief opposing belief, then some manner of 
readjustment, a new world and a new self, that is the 
universal record. 


III 

Childhood and youth are after all sequestered in a de- 
lectable valley, protected from the raw wind and weather 
of the work-a-day plateau. The year’s at the spring, 
when rains are omens of promise and storms are soon out 
of breath. Troubles and disappointments are profoundly 
real — never more so — but they are fleeting, and dura- 
tion is nine-tenths of pain. So these early defeats and 
readjustments do not permanently disturb the blue-sky 
outlook. Life, however, does not permit us to remain 
in the valley; it pushes us, pulls us forth; and disillusions 
overtake us in the way. We hope, and are disappointed. 
We trust, and are deceived. The glowing goal, in realiza- 
tion, turns to ashes. We would change the ordinary 
weeds of life for a garment more becoming to its worth 
and dignity, but life prefers squalor and rags. We are 
thwarted by wickedness in high places and weakness in 
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low. We lay dear forms away in the earth drenched by 
gray rains in the night. Gradually, the assurance so 
companionable to youth that life has some great hidden 
meaning, becomes a friend estranged. What is it to grow 
up but, among other things, to learn that the world is not 
what we had thought it to be? 

No man escapes disillusion, although there are differ- 
ences of degree. And all men triumph over disillusion, 
but not in the same spirit. The familiar story of the Son 
of God on an exceedingly high mountain, shown the 
kingdoms of the world and the glory of them, and con- 
fronted with the alternatives of great possessions or loy- 
alty to spiritual vision, symbolizes human experience. 
The choice of the Galilean, however, is not the usual 
choice. The many hurry down to possess themselves of 
goods in the world newly discovered. They revise a well- 
known biblical admonition, and say: ‘‘Lay up for your- 
selves treasures on earth, where moth and rust doth 
corrupt, and where thieves break through and steal. For 
where your heart is, there let your treasure be also.” 
They not only enter the world, but become of it. They 
style themselves practical; they make two smoke-stacks 
smoke where none had smoked before. They succeed, — 
as it is called. Few, it should be said, are single-minded 
in their adoption of this program. Men leave the world 
of illusions as Lot’s wife left her native city, unable to 
keep from looking back. There are those who had been 
taught to believe that if you had two loaves of bread, 
you sold one, and bought white hyacinth for your soul; 
or who had inclined to listen to one of old who asked, 
“What shall it profit a man if he gain the whole world 
and lose his soul?” If they now part with white hyacinth 
to increase their stock of bread, or take greater precaution 
that they do not lose the world than that they do not lose 
their souls, it is with a proviso. Many, for example, hope 
to go in for a different ideal by and by. They want 
material goods first, sometimes because they believe 
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that in this way they “can do more good in the end,” 
more often because they believe in “safety first.” Others, 
who do not delude themselves that they will reject late 
in their career a scheme of life they adopted at the be- 
ginning of it, preserve a degree of loyalty to non-possessive 
ideals as they go along. They periodically donate a 
tithe of their accumulating possessions to causes they 
believe to be worthy. Then, too, many an apparently 
unmixed desire to possess reaches beyond itself and is 
colored by fusicn with other impulses, such as the desire 
to give pleasure to loved ones or the desire to exercise 
power. Now while the desire to possess for others is 
still a desire to possess, this does not eliminate the “for 
others,” just as the definition of love which makes it 
“selfishness for two,” does not succeed in making it 
identical with selfishness for one. The same is true of 
the desire for possessions as a means to the exercise of 
power. The possessive element is there, but in an imagi- 
native setting very different from that where the thing 
ultimately aimed at is social recognition, economic se- 
curity, or the opportunity of enjoyment which money 
assures. The possessive idealists, then, are not people 
of one unqualified desire. Indeed, in the case of many 
-whose chief business is the enlargement of possessions, 
the creative element is of such significance that we 
may think of them as double-personalities, and may 
speak of them after the manner of Francis Thompson’s 


ode to Cecil Rhodes: 


They that mis-said 

This man yet living, praise him dead. 

And I too praise, yet not the baser things 
Wherewith the market and the tavern rings. 

Not that high things for gold, 

He held, were bought and sold, 

That statecraft’s means approved are by the end; 
Not for all which commands 

The loud world’s clapping hands, 

To which cheap press and cheaper patriots bend; 
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But for the dreams, 

For those impossible gleams 

He half made possible; for that he was 
Visioner of vision in a most sordid day: 


This draws 
Back to me Song long alien and astray. 


All of which is to say that the thick-skinned individual 
who aims no farther than to take all he can get, and to 
keep all that he is not forced to give up, is the exception. 
And it is not the exception but the rule that determines 
quality. Still, while it is true and important that those 
whose chief desire is to possess do not constitute one 
homogeneous type, and that their attitude toward life 
may not be characterized as undivided allegiance to 
material goods, it is just as true and important that the 
desire for possessions is for all of them the central desire. 
Whatever other ideals they may endeavor to conserve, 
this particular end they aggressively pursue. Whatever 
they may do or leave undone, the underlying purpose 
of life, always more or less consciously active, is that the 
increasing years shall show a net gain in what the bank 
will accept as collateral. And they smile indulgently, 
condescendingly, or sneeringly, as the case may be, at 
the suggestion of any other philosophy. Their theory is 
that “‘you’ve got to accept conditions as they are;” that 
“business is business;” and they have a slogan: “‘ Nothing 
succeeds like success.” 

Not so the minority. They adopt a program radically 
different. On the mountain top they too came face to 
face with disillusion, and the outlook of youth, like a 
garment of happy memories, was laid away forever. But 
they saw what the others failed to see — the vision of a 
world transformed. It is this they seek. Many soon 
forget the vision, give up the venture, and join the major- 
ity. Some become wanderers, spiritual knights of the 
road, refusing the responsibility of the search. Others, 
losing heart, transfer the goal of their endeavor to a 
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compensatory world to come. A few, however, hear a 
voice in the night, saying,““In vain do men seek to find 
that which exists no where but in their dreams. The 
world of your vision is not found, but created.” And a 
few of the few accept the challenge. 

So the minority aims to create a new world, not to 
possess the old one. Often uncertain and in disagree- 
ment as to the kind of world the new one should be; not 
always able to suggest a feasible way to the realization 
of their goal; they are clear, and at one, that existing social 
and political ideals must become quite different if life 
on earth is to be either happy or noble. Their position is 
easily misunderstood and still more easily misrepresented. 
There is the charge, for example, that those who aim at 
changing the conditions of life are actuated by envy and 
malice rather than by the hope of a better world; that 
what they really want is a redistribution of possessions 
in their favor. It is not an easy charge to meet, and 
for several reasons. In the first place, some of those 
who are loudest in their denunciation of existent con- 
ditions are interested primarily in what they shall eat 
and wherewithal they shall be clothed. They belong 
with the majority, whose ideals are possessive; sometimes, 
indeed, they illustrate greed in its very worst form. Then, 
too, no matter how radical and sincere a man’s renuncia- 
tion of possessions may be, he cannot disregard them all 
together. If he is to change the world, he must remain 
alive in it, and thus, unless he belongs to the few who 
escape the problem through inheritance or marriage, or 
to whom the gods have granted a unique courage, he 
must pay some attention to the acquisition of material 
goods. Besides, to be effective he must acquire some 
measure of power in the form of influence or machinery. 
And as things are now, the attainment of either is very 
difficult for those whose intellectual and moral qualities 
are unsupported by material resources. Consequently, 
those who aim at a new heaven and a new earth cannot 
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be expected to be indifferent to possessions. They must 
make a living, and they must make more, or remain 
socially ineffective. Nor is this the last word. The man 
who aims to change the world is no more a person of one 
desire than the man whose chief concern is ownership. 
Just as the interests of the latter reach beyond his central 
purpose, so do those of the former. One of the interests 
which thus normally lives side by side with the desire 
for social change is the interest in possessions. 

The point is worth a little more fundamental con- 
sideration. Bertrand Russell, in his Principles of Social 
Reconstruction, one of the big and living books called 
forth by the war, makes this statement: ‘‘When we are 
fed and clothed and housed, further material goods are 
needed only for ostentation.” In the first English edition 
of the work, and in the American edition, which for some 
reason was published under the title Why Men Fight, a 
foot-note adds this qualification, almost as an after- 
thought: “‘Except by that small minority who are capable 
of artistic enjoyment.” Innocent as the foot-note appears, 
it gives the case away. It suggests that the needs of some 
men are not limited to being fed and clothed and housed. 
Granted, for the sake of argument, that the footnote is 
correct in limiting those other needs to a certain small 
minority, is it not a fact that we are supposed to be en- 
deavoring to make them the needs of more and more, 
and that in so far as we succeed we call it progress? More- 
over, what ts it to be fed and clothed and housed? The 
Esquimo is fed and clothed and housed; so is the Aus- 
tralian savage, after his fashion. Are their standards 
satisfactory? Few people, in the nations called civilized, 
would say so, even if many of them are themselves most 
miserably situated. The reason is, of course, that one 
of the more obvious marks of advance in civilization is 
just the development of discrimination in food and cloth- 
ing and shelter. As Georg Simmel has suggested, the 
very concept of value, and thus the beginning of a cul- 
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tural stage of life, has its origin in man’s preference for 


one object, rather than for another, as the means of 


satisfying elemental wants. So long as hunger is satisfied 
by anything that can be chewed and digested, so long 
as the choice of clothing constitutes no problem, and the 


question of housing is nothing more serious than finding 


a sheltered place to lie down in, the human level has 


hardly been reached. If, however, it is not a matter of 
mere food and clothing and shelter but also kind of food 
and clothing and shelter, is this not another way of saying 


that, up to a certain point at least, the impulse to possess 


is essential to the enrichment of life? One therefore 
wishes that Mr. Russell, in revising his book, had de- 
veloped the implications of the foot-note. He would 


have done it with the objectivity of thought, the power 


of discrimination, and the clarity of style which are his 


in such rare measure. He could have shown, as perhaps 
no one else, that poverty imprisons the spirit, and that 
therefore the vow of poverty does not represent a de- 


sirable ideal even if it were shown to be a feasible one. 


He might then have indicated concretely how the ac- 


quisitive impulse may play its part in the realization of 
the richest total of satisfaction for all. Instead of this, 
he dropped the foot-note altogether, and in its place 


added to the previous statement — “When we are fed 


and clothed and housed, further material goods are needed 


only for ostentation ”” — the words, “or to gratify the 
greed of possession, which, though instinctive, and per- 
haps partly ineradicable, is not admirable.” In these 
sweeping words Mr. Russell erases all moral distinction 
based upon kinds or degrees of acquisitiveness. And the 
doctrine which he in this way deliberately and unre- 


servedly enunciates is more or less consistently applied 
by most of us to the social idealism of others. That is 


why it is easy to fall into the error under consideration, 


the error of mistaking the spirit of reform for greed in 
disguise. 
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The whole difficulty grows out of a false psychology. 


Human impulses are assumed to run along on independent 
tracks like trains out of a central station, — one headed 
for possessions, another for this or that pleasure, a third 
for esthetic satisfaction, and soon. The truth is, however, 


that impulses are abstractions; the reality is a person. 


And whatever else person means, it means some sort of 


organic whole in which desires are related to one another 
as color and shape are related in the case of objects. 


When a man’s attitude changes with regard to possessions 


it does not leave unaffected his concern for those he loves, 


his interest in public welfare, his enjoyment of beauty. 
What takes place is a reorganization of desires, with a 
more or less pronounced shift of emphasis. The man, 


then, who aims at changes in social structure is not one 


who is without an interest in property, but one in whom 


this interest bears a certain relation to other interests. 
Nor is he necessarily a man who pays little attention to 
property. Indeed, under certain circumstances, — when, 


for example, a given state of society (as the present one) 


rests upon a distribution of material goods which makes 
a happy life impossible for the mass of men — his pro- 
posed reforms may have most direct reference to a change 
in the status of possessions. 


There are thus psychological and sociological reasons 


why the interest in possessions may have a place in the 
lives of those who object to the world as it is. But this 
makes it natural, under present conditions, to misunder- 
stand them and easy to misinterpret them. Nevertheless, 


it does not require extraordinary intellectual penetration 


nor unattainable freedom from prejudice to discover in- 
dividuals about us whose abilities and energies are dedi- 
cated to the realization of a more worthy social state. 
They do not talk about accepting life on the terms offered; 


they propose to bargain with life for the best terms obtain- 


able for mankind. Their theory is that things should con- 
form to men, rather than men to things, and they too have 
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a slogan: “The things that are seen are temporal.” They 
are found among all peoples, in all classes, are of both 
sexes, with and without schooling, agnostics and believers; 


and relatively few as they number, were they suddenly 


to despair and join the majority, a great winter would 
settle down upon the hope of mankind. 


IV 

There comes a time, then, when a man adopts, or, 
rather, when he may be said to have adopted, one or 
the other of these two programs as the central interest 
of life. Now regarding these programs one thing especially 
needs to be made clear: that each is a form of idealism. 
We are not in the habit of applying the term idealist to 
the man whose chief thought is of increasing his posses- 
sions. He is the practical man, who builds on a solid 
foundation of reality. It is the man who aims to trans- 
form the world whom we call idealistic. And this usage 
has its justification in a vital difference between the two. 
What this difference consists in, however, is but vaguely 
apprehended, and so we confuse a most important issue. 
The difference between the two is not that one espouses 
ideals and the other does not. The difference is in the 
kind of ideal espoused. Confusion originating at this 
point spreads like a fog over our discussion of social and 
political problems. Can a more effective attack, for 
instance, be made upon a social project than to arouse 
the suspicion that it is the program of an idealist? And 
yet what are we at more pains to show than that the 
motives of our side are lofty, while the motives of the 
other side are base? The fact is that in the most im- 
portant sense of the term all men are idealists. All men 
act on the hypothesis that ideas are realizable in the 
form of concrete goods. All men give their allegiance to 
plans that can come to fruition only if events can be 
made to conspire. All men believe in the imaginative 
inauguration in the present, of campaigns for the con- 
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quest of the future. Those who scoff at the idealists are 
not of another species. Their ridicule is in truth directed 
not against idealism as such, but against a specific form 


of idealism. Sometimes, it is true, they are opposed to a 


specific idealism because they are persuaded that it makes 
so little contact with actual conditions as to be quite 
impossible of realization. But at other times they are 
opposed to it just because they fear that it zs realizable, 
and because they know, or half consciously suspect, its 
bearing upon their own schemes. In other words, the 
conflict between the so-called idealists and the so-called 
practical men is a conflict of ideals. And since it is the 
very nature of ideals to become transmuted into realities 
and thus to alter the conditions of life, an unclouded 
appreciation of this fact is of utmost social signifi- 
cance. Such clarification concentrates attention where it 
belongs, upon the aims and ambitions of men, and the 
bearing of these upon the common life of all. 

The error just considered gives rise to a second, namely, 
that possessive idealism is the only form of idealism in 
harmony with the conditions of life, and that the pos- 
sessive idealist, accepting life on the terms offered, does 
not undertake the hopeless task of trying to change the 
world, but makes the best of it as it is. Now in an im- 
portant sense this is clearly not the case. In point of 
fact, who consumes more energy than the possessive 
idealist in trying to change the world? The physical 
features of the earth, the territorial divisions of it, the 
political, social, and economic organizations under which 
men live, their institutions of learning, their clubs, their 
churches, — in a word, everything — is constantly being 
moulded and fashioned by those who announce it as the 
quintessence of wisdom that ‘‘you’ve got to accept con- 
ditions as they are.” Every community the world round 
is in a continuous process of adjustment and readjustment 
in response to the refusal of the great army of the pos- 
sessive idealists to be satisfied with things as they are. 
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And when we turn to their leaders, what more colossal 
dreamers have there been than the so-called men of 
practical affairs, — warriors, rulers, diplomats, captains 
of industry? By the great possessive idealists no scheme 
is thought too vast, too costly, too hazardous, too utopian, 
if it gives promise of changing the world in the direction 
of the approved ideal. To this end they long ago con- 
verted a nomadic society into an agricultural, and later 
an agricultural into an industrial. To the same end they 
continue to construct highways, span rivers, drive the 
iron steed on land, push ships across the sea, build cities 
and states. Accept conditions? Why the desire to change 
conditions is the very breath of their nostrils. 

The truth is that no man accepts conditions as they are. 
It was once reported to Carlyle that Margaret Fuller 
had said, “I accept the universe;” and Carlyle, with his 
usual sweetness remarked, “‘Gad, she’d better.” Yet 
neither Margaret Fuller nor Carlyle actually accepted 
the universe, nor does any human being accept the uni- 
verse; and Gad, he’d better not. For to project one’s self 
into a future different from the present, to think of one’s 
self as there doing deeds or enjoying goods of one sort 
or another, and to try to order the present in furtherance 
of a future thus conceived, is the essential difference 
between the human and the brute mind. That is to say, 
all men are busy, some more, some less, trying to realize 
ideals. 


M. C. Orro. 





CAPITAL AND LABOR IN THE WAR 
AND AFTER 


AM attempting to view the after-the-war or re- 

construction problems from the standpoint of the 
average man of action, who is convinced that in the 
successful conduct of human affairs, individual initiative 
must remain. 

To the man who has minded his own business, sought 
to play the game of life on the square, and in consequence, 
achieved a reasonable degree of success— to the man 
still buried in the daily competition, who seeks an in- 
come that will afford some of the luxuries of life, as well 
as the comforts, provide for the same standard in de- 
clining years, and educate his children, — to the man who 
has felt that after he has met these responsibilities, con- 
tributed decently to philanthropies and paid his taxes 
he was not called upon to any sacrifice for the public 
good; that the problems of the seething masses surround- 
ing him should be dealt with by the specialists for whose 
support he contributes his share, and by governmental 
agencies maintained by presumably equitable taxation — 
to this man, as to all others, came the menace of the Hun. 
He awakened to the knowledge that the trained “hosts 
of hell” might soon be knocking at his door, and that all 
that he held dear might face the fate of Belgium. 

This prosperous man soon found that the mass with 
whom he had no real contact, and of whose aspirations 
he had no real understanding, were the real factor 
in the mobilization of the country’s strength. He was 
stunned at the effrontery of radical leaders who charged 
that the war— America’s participation in it — was 
brought about by the criminal conduct of the ruling 
classes for the benefit of profiteers, and would be con- 
tinued so long as there should be any profit in it for them. 
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This man was soon keenly alive to the fact that he 
and his kind were an infinitesimal speck on the horizon; 
that their value to their country in its supreme crisis 
depended on their ability to work with the people with 
whom there existed no real bond of sympathy or un- 
derstanding. Spurred by the great emergency, they went 
to the task with grim determination: self-interest was 
forgotten. They sought the leaders of organized labor 
and the loyal Socialists, and learned from them what 
must be done to obtain the hearty co-operation of the 
people. Then there grew up in every community through- 
out the land the great war agencies composed of men 
and women representing every walk of life— capital 
and labor, industrial, agricultural, political. They gath- 
ered together, discussed the problems confronting them, 
agreed upon programs and executed them. On every 
hand they found a spirit of fair play, self-sacrifice and 
good will. The extremist, demagogue and selfish capital- 
ist, attempting to exploit the people for their own selfish 
interests, were ruthlessly eliminated, in so far as they stood 
in the way of the great object — winning the war. 

Sacrifices which, under ordinary conditions, would 
have appeared severe hardships, were soon forgotten. 
Gradually came a realization that people were only doing 
a neglected duty. This was followed by joy that they 
were of some real help to their fellow men. I don’t be- 
lieve that there are any of the thousands who engaged 
in this work, and who went into it with the right spirit, 
who feel that they are entitled to any reward or any 
mark of recognition. They have been repaid many times 
over by the content that follows duty done. 

The “hosts of hell” are vanquished. Now we face 
after-the-war problems — the period of reconstruction. 


Count Okuma declared the conflict “‘to be nothing less 
than the death of European civilization.”” Apparently he 
made a bad guess as to which side would win. Never- 
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theless, “Must we save the world from anarchy?” is 
on every lip. Some of our publicists are by no means 
certain that “the war for democracy is not to be fol- 
lowed by a war against anarchy.” The National Cham- 
ber of Commerce, in a resolution recently adopted, 
declares that the problems — social, economic and politi- 
cal, which are arising with the end of the war, are of 
equal magnitude with those of the war itself. 

There have started two great movements that have 
for their object the control of the machinery of recon- 
struction. They represent the extremes — the junkers and 
the Bolshevists, both attempting to speak for the people. 
The two are agreed on one plank in their program — dis- 
solution of all war agencies, disintegration of the forces 
of good will, rule or ruin. 

The Bolshevist appeals to the people in this way: ““We 
have stood by you when all deserted you; we have stood 
by you in spite of mobs, of violence and prison walls, and 
we will stand by you until the jail door clinks behind our 
backs; until the hangman’s rope chokes our throats. 
Our fight is your fight. If they succeed in crushing us, 
they crush you. You have but one weapon — the ballot; 
use it to smite the foes of democracy at home. For your 
sake, for the sake of the toiling millions, vote for us. The 
other gang is against the liberties of the people, and for 
the interests of the profiteer. Put them on the scrap 
pile, where they belong.” 

The Junker strikes this note: “Now that the war is 
over, demobilization is at hand. There will be a surplus 
of labor. Like other commodities, it is governed by the 
law of supply and demand. Labor has gotten the upper 
hand during the war. Wages are too high. We cannot 
compete under these conditions. Organized labor has 
gained a million new members. Business must present 
a united front. The movement tending to paternalism 
must be counteracted. In the agencies that have grown 
up during the war, there are elements that are a menace 
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to vested. interests. We must bring about a prompt dis- 
integration of these forces. We pay the taxes: therefore 
we should control the reconstruction program — organize 
in your community.” 

Gj Contrasted with these, the so-called ruling classes in 
England, France, Italy and America have played the game 
of war as sportsmen. They and their sons and daughters 
have asked no odds; they have exposed their bodies to the 
hazards of war; many have died or sustained grievous and 
frightful wounds—all that the game of life might be played 
on the square; that more equality and better system of jus- 
tice should prevail; that the Junkers and Bolshevists should 
be annihilated, and the world freed from the curse of their 
creeds. 

How simple it would have been for those of the so- 
called ruling classes in the allied nations to bring about 
a peace with the Junkers of the Central Powers, under 
which their own old order “‘would have been intrenched”’! 
It is unthinkable that these people will hesitate for a 
moment to continue playing the game. 


In dealing with the problems of reconstruction, in so 
far as the sacrifice of income and property is as naught 
compared with flesh and blood, the human element, 
not the economic, should be emphasized. So let us 
turn to the other side, and consider what has been 
done by the leaders of labor in the United States. If it 
had not been for the adamant position of Samuel Gompers, 
President of the American Federation of Labor, and his 
Executive Committee, our Bolshevists, Hillquit and 
Berger, would have attended the Stockholm conference, 
and that probably would have meant another Brest- 
Litovsk peace treaty. In spite of the propaganda of some 
so-called intellectualists, speaking through such organs 
as The New Republic, The Nation, The Survey and The 
Dial, in spite of the efforts backed by the sentimentalists 
of the type of Raymond Robbins and Col. William Thomp- 
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son, the American Federation of Labor refused to recog- 
nize Lenine and Trotzky as comrades, and repudiated 
their program on the ground that they were not acting 
in the real interests of the people. Any faltering on the 
part of the leaders of organized labor which would have 
given the slightest ground for leading the armies of 
England, France or Italy to believe that American Labor 
was in any way in sympathy with the Russian movement, 
might well have meant the destruction of the morale of 
those armies, and the defeat of our allies. When the his- 
tory of this effort to influence our labor leaders to ad- 
vocate the recognition of Lenine and Trotzky is generally 
known to the people of this country, we will realize the 
strength of character of these men in refusing to be in- 
fluenced by the rewards that were offered for their 
support. 

Every thinking man and woman should read the debate 
between Mr. Gompers and Mr. Kellogg, editor of The 
Survey, in which Mr. Kellogg, in support of the character 
of editorials that have appeared, and are now appearing 
in many publications throughout the United States, 
claimed that labor should take over the industries, and 
that there should be an elimination of the competitive 
system and individual initiative. To this Mr. Gompers 
replied that while his whole life, and that of his organiza- 
tion, had been directed for the human uplift, organized 
labor in America was not going to become a party to a 
program for the toilers that would eventually result in 
losing everything that it had gained. 

Thanks to the great vision of leaders of organized labor, 
we were practically free from any serious industrial dis- 
turbances during the period of the war. 

America has impliedly given its word of honor, as 
England expressly gave hers, that no advantage would 
be taken of the toiler during the period of recon- 
struction. That promise on the part of America will be 
kept. 
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No matter what the form of government — Imperialis- 
tic, Democratic or Bolshevik—there has been, and 
always will be, a ruling class. History demonstrates that 
whether Imperialism or Bolshevism reigns, the great mass 
of the people have no voice. The only difference is that 
with the Bolshevists, the leaders of the “have-nots” be- 
come the “‘haves.” In the struggle between the ex- 
tremes, the great majority suffer. Democracy, giving play 
to individual initiative under limited varying state con- 
trol, is the only safe, sane form of government. It is, or 
can be made, as representative as human frailties will 
permit. 

The people of America will not be exploited by either 


extreme, and will pursue a truly democratic course, pro- 
vided the men and women of affairs — of the so-called 


ruling class, are prepared to play the game, and not 


only accede to reforms that will mean real sacrifices, 


both in privileges and in property, but take an active 
part in bringing them about. 
Our thinking business men recognize the situation. 


Speaking through the National Chamber of Commerce; 


they are asking for a commission to study the problems 


of reconstruction, which shall be composed of repre- 
sentatives of the social, agricultural, commercial and 


labor interests; and by resolution they decided that 
they would form no reconstruction committee composed 
of the business interests alone, because that course would 
contribute to that which is most feared, namely, “‘the 
formation of class programs.”” We must carry out the 
demobilization of our fighting forces, but we must con- 


tinue the mobilization of the forces of good will. 

Our boys in France said: “This is a hell of a war — 
but it’s the only one we've got.’”? Due to the propaganda 
of miscalled intellectualists and of sentimentalists, to 
the expenditure of the vast sums that have come 


through the Bolsheviki movement in Russia, and to 
the vicious attitudes of the extremists, the problems we 
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face may be “hellish,” “‘but they are the only ones we’ve 
got.” The people of America do not intend to permit 
the extremes of society to occupy the arena. They pro- 
pose to tackle reconstruction in the same spirit as they 
did the war, and with the justified hope of the same 
splendid results. The spirit of Wisconsin is illustrative. 
Many feared that there would be serious trouble because 


a great percentage of the population was of German 


blood, and because of the active opposition to the war 
from the Socialist element, headed by Berger. Wisconsin 
responded with men, money and material beyond the 


quota assigned to it by the Federal Government: volun- 


teer, militant, determined loyalists organized in every 
community, representing every force, and from every walk 
of life. 


In American life we have been prone to specialize. 


Our conventions — national, state, city and county, 
are composed of men and women brought together by 
business and religious, political, race or class affiliations. 


There has been a lack of assimilation: we have been 


inclined to pursue our respective paths, and have not 


mixed or intermingled as sanely and wisely as we should. 
We read each other’s views, but there has been very little 
opportunity created for real personal face-to-face discus- 


sions among those of divergent ideas or positions in society. 


This has resulted in many unnecessary misunderstandings 
of the points of view, objects and motives. 
The Department of Public Information, created as a 


war measure, carried on a propaganda to rouse the people 


to get back of the war without distinction of race, creed, 


politics or class. It has rendered a splendid service. 
To those charged with the responsibility for its activities, 
the nation is under the greatest obligation. Due largely 


to the splendid vision shown by its directors, to the 


74,000 minute men, and to other co-operating agencies, 
we overcame the most insidious and subtle enemy propa- 
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ganda ever attempted, and we raised the civilian and 
army morale to a pitch never before equalled. 
Now that the war is over, Congress will not support a 


great national propaganda with public money, for fear 


that it might get under the control of a political party. 
What national directing and advisory agency is to take 
the place of this Department of Public Information? It 
went out of business on December 24, 1918. What volun- 
teer national agency is there now in existence that could 
be so molded and developed that during the period of 
reconstruction it could take the place of the Department 
of Public Information? 

Due, as I understand it, to the inspiration of Mark 
Hanna and Samuel Gompers, there came into existence 
some years ago the National Civic Federation. It has 
worked assiduously to overcome the tendency in Ameri- 
can life, as well as elsewhere, for birds of a feather to 
flock together. On its Executive Council, at the time 
of the war, it had such people as Gompers of the Federa- 
tion of Labor, Barrett of the Farmers’ Educational and 
Co-operative Union, Alton B. Parker, William Howard 
Taft and Miss Maude Wetmore; in fact, its Executive 
Committee had been, and is, representative not only of 
the employer and wage-earners, but the public generally. 

The same forces back of the National Civic Federation 
in October, 1917, organized the League for National 
Unity, whose object was “‘to create a medium through 
which the loyal Americans of all classes, sections, creeds 
and parties can give expression to the fundamental pur- 
pose of the United States to carry on to a successful con- 
clusion this new war for the independence of America, 
the preservation of democratic institutions and the vin- 
dication of the basic principles of humanity.” In its 
address to the public it said, among other things: “We 
are organized in the interests of a national accord that 
rises high above any previous division of party, race, 
creed and circumstance.” 
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These organizations have rendered a great service 
during the war, their personnel is such that they should 
command the confidence of the people, and they can be 
made a medium through which national direction can 
be given to the forces of good will that must not only be 
maintained, but strengthened during the period of re- 


construction. 
The heart of the nation is throbbing; the anxieties and 


sorrows of war and pestilence have roused us as we have 
never been roused before. Let us grapple economic 
problems with a clear realization of human limitations, 
but in our councils and conclusions invoke the higher 
law, so that our judgments while recognizing hard facts, 
may be softened by the dictates of justice, equity, and 
humanity. 
WHEELER P. Bioopcoop. 





THE DEEPER ISSUES OF PSYCHICAL 
RESEARCH 


“Ts anything of God’s contriving endangered by enquiry? 
Was it the system of the universe or the monks that trembled 
at the telescope of Galileo? Did the circulation of the firma- 
ment stop in terror because Newton laid his daring finger on 
its pulse?” —LowELL. 


T is significant of the change of thought which has 
taken place in recent years that your Society’ has 
asked me to address you on the subject of Psychical Re- 
search, an honour for which I am both surprised and 
grateful, and the more so at the inclusion of a humble lay- 
man like myself in your lecture list of eminent ecclesias- 
tics. 

The objects of Psychical Research were defined in the 
original statement of the Society which first used the 
term, and has now published some forty-five volumes of 
its Proceedings and Journal since its foundation in 1882. 
These objects were the critical examination of 

(i) the alleged action of mind upon mind independently 
of the recognized channels of sense; thought-transference 
now included in the wider term telepathy.? (ii) The 
phenomena of hypnotism. (iii) The transcendental per- 
ceptive power, or clairvoyance, asserted to exist in certain 
sensitives. (iv) First-hand evidence for veridical (truth- 
telling) apparitions of the living or dying. (v) The alleged 
physical phenomena of spiritualism, and (vi) Historical 
evidence bearing on these subjects. 

“The aim of the Society,” it was stated, “will be to 
approach these various questions without prejudice, and 


1 From an address delivered before the Clerical Society of the Diocese of Birm- 
ingham; Bishop Hamilton Baynes presiding. 

2 It was the need of a Society which should investigate and record, in the 
clear and dry light of science, these and other psychical phenomena, which I 
brought before the British Association in 1876, that prompted me to take 
counsel with friends, who were alike interested, and led to the foundation of 
the Society for Psychical Research in January, 1882. 
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in the same spirit of exact and unimpassioned enquiry 
which has enabled science to solve so many problems, 
once not less obscure nor less hotly debated.” 

It will be observed that nothing is stated about obtain- 
ing experimental evidence for survival after death, a 
question only attacked by the Society in subsequent 
years, albeit as the Right Hon. A. J. Balfour remarked in 
his Presidential address to the Society in 1894:— “All 
arbitrary limitations of our sphere of work are to be 
avoided.... If beyond the mere desire to increase knowl- 
edge, many are animated by the wish to get evidence, 
not through any process of laborious deduction, but by 
direct observation of the reality of intelligences not en- 
dowed with a physical organization like our own, I see 
nothing in their action to criticize, much less to condemn.” 
Surely Professor Karl Pearson was right in saying: “‘ Wher- 
ever there is the slightest possibility for the mind of man 
to know, there is a legitimate problem for science.” 

To this, official science replies there is nothing in psychi- 
cal research worthy of enquiry, it is “‘an odious fraud;” 
but this was the very epithet official science used in 1848 
when speaking of “the gross humbug” of Mesmerism, 
which, under the modern name hypnotism, is now recog- 
nized by the medical profession at home and abroad, and 
practiced with success by many highly qualified and 
distinguished medical men.! 

There are of course some educated persons who doubt 
the validity of the conclusions many of us have reached, 
because the numerous psychical phenomena upon which 
those conclusions are based, cannot be reproduced with 
certainty at any given time or place. Neither can we 
reproduce at will fire-balls, or other meteoric phenomena, 
nor many pathological conditions: for these and other 


* Edmund Garney’s able papers on hypnotism in the early volumes of the 
S. P. R. helped to contribute towards this change of thought. In the Lancet 
for Nov. 3d, 1917 there is a striking confirmation of some of our early experi- 
ments on costae Dr. Arthur Hadfield, under the strictest conditions, proving 
that hypnotic suggestion alone can produce blisters and all the serious effects 
of a burn, and also remove the pain of an actual burn and rapidly cure it. 
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sporadic phenomena we are content to accept the testi- 
mony of accredited observers. 

Certain persons, not characterized by hysteria or 
neurotic symptoms, or by any class, age or sex distinction, 
are found to be sensitive to psychical impressions to 
which others are insensitive. They constitute the inter- 
mediaries or subjects, through whose organization phe- 
nomena otherwise unperceived by us become perceptible. 

Something typical of this suggestibility of certain 
individuals and not of others, is seen in many of the 
lower forms of life. It is well known that certain lizards, 
fishes and shrimps, even certain caterpillars and chrysal- 
ides, will change their natural color to suit their environ- 
ment. The majority of creatures in the same natural 
order are not thus affected. In the susceptible or sug- 
gestible individuals the stimulus of a colored light sets 
up a reflex action in their nervous system, which in some 
unknown way automatically modifies the color of the 
pigment secreted by the caterpillar or chrysalis, enabling 
a protective coloration to be assumed. Many insects, 
as Fabre has shown, have some unknown means of 
cognition which transcends all recognized channels of 
sense. 

Recognizing the fact that a good psychical subject or 
medium is more or less influenced by its environment, 
it is obvious that psychical phenomena may be inhibited 
by the presence of flippant or hostile investigators. Inter- 
ested and sympathetic attention, without credulity, is 
desirable on the part of the enquirer. Do we not mind 
the same condition governing our access to the higher 
spiritual world? Every religious teacher knows that a 
lack of interest or reverence, still more an atmosphere of 
doubt and suspicion in his listeners, will render the most 
earnest spiritual appeal barren and ineffective. Speaking 
only of the psychical order, Mr. C. C. Cassey said: “‘ Faith 
is the key to the gate of the invisible world.” Upon this 
a well known spiritualist, the Rev. Stainton Moses (M. A. 
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Oxon) remarked: — “‘What Mr. Massey calls ‘faith’ is 
a predisposition and attention, a sympathetic state of 
mind, which establishes between an observer and a me- 
dium a rapport without which no results are to be had 
that are worth having.” ! 

Much of the difficulty which is felt by the educated world 
in accepting the evidence of supernormal phenomena — 
super-natural is a misnomer? — arises from the fact that we 
habitually think of our senses as the only possible channels 
of awakening perception. We associate all our feelings and 
consciousness with our sensory organs and our material 
brain. In spite of philosophy and religion many find it 
difficult to believe that when the brain perishes, the mind 
and our perceptive power will not also perish. But con- 
sciousness, instead of being limited to the brain, is more 
probably limited by the brain, which may be only, as 
Professor W. James has suggested, an apparatus for the 
transmission of a wider consciousness external to our- 
selves. The brain is not the source of consciousness, but 
only a terrestrial means of its manifestation. The glowing 
filament of an electric lamp is not the source of the electric 
energy, it is only the means by which that energy is trans- 
mitted and rendered manifest. Nor is the field of electric 
force confined to the transmitting wire, it extends through 
the ether of space around the wire. There remains, how- 
ever, the mystery of self-consciousness — of human per- 
sonality, which is something more fundamental and 
individual than a universal consciousness variously tinted 
by transmission through human brains. This mystery it 
is unlikely we can ever solve. 

The opposition to psychical research shown by those who 
are embued with the German materialistic habit of thought 
is very natural. Vociferous Sadducees like Mr. Edward 
Clodd, or ferocious sceptics like Dr. Mercier,* realize that 


‘ Here one is reminded of our Lord’s words on the inhibitory effect of un- 
belief in His miraculous powers, Matt. XIII, 58 v., XVII, 20 v. 

? Super-usual is a safer term. Ed, 

* Since converted. ; 
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the admission, even of telepathy, would place them on the 
slope that leads to the abyss where their cherished opinions 
would be engulfed. ‘‘Of the reality of telepathy” one of 
the most eminent English psychologists, Dr. W. McDougall 
F. R. S., says in his masterly work Body and Mind (p. 
349) ‘“‘it is of such a nature as to compel the assent of 
any competent person who studies it impartially.” But 
this is exactly what our opponents will not do, nor will 
they take the trouble to conduct an experimental investi- 
gation of a subject which requires long and laborious 
care. Instructive criticism is always welcome, but mere 
denial on a priori grounds alone, is of no more value than 
a yokel denying that iron exists in the sun. 

The discovery of wireless telegraphy has doubtless 
rendered telepathy less improbable to many. ‘But a 
similar quasi-mechanical transmission of ‘‘brain-waves” 
as some have suggested, is inadmissible, thought it might 
conciliate statements and be compatible with a mechanis- 
tic view of the mind. This is worth a moment’s considera- 
tion. 

To transmit a wireless message across the Atlantic 
requires a very powerful source of electric waves, and 
a very sensitive receiver. Now there are well attested 
cases of telepathy occurring between individuals not 
only thousands of feet apart but thousands of miles — 
if apparitions at or near the time of death are due to a 
telepathic impression, as seems probable; — a phantasm 
being projected from the mind of the percipient. Yet in 
such cases there was no exhaustion, no exertion even, 
on the part of the unconscious source of these imaginary 
brain waves. 

The remarkable fact is also coming to light that telep- 
athy is not ultimately or necessarily due to any conscious 
and voluntary operation of the mind, either in the origi- 
nating or the receiving personality, such as occurs in the 
ordinary operation of speech and writing.! 

1 Sometimes so, and sometimes not. Ed. 
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Mr. Henry Sidgwich, D. Litt., has pointed out that :— 

Telepathy, if a purely psychical process — and the reasons 
for thinking it so increase — indicates that the mind can work 
independently of the body, and thus adds to the probability 
that it can survive it. Increased knowledge about the sub- 
liminal self, by giving glimpses of extension of human faculty, 
and showing that there is more of us than we are normally 
aware of, similarly suggests that the limitations imposed by 
our bodies and our material surroundings are temporary limi- 
tations.' 

I will return to the evidence Psychical Research has 
afforded of the first part of this quotation presently, but 
before doing so it is necessary to explain what is meant 
by the “‘subliminal self.” Below the /imen or threshold, 
of consciousness, there are within us all faculties and ac- 
tivities which far transcend our knowledge and conscious 
power. Our personality has been well compared to the 
solar radiation, of which only a fraction is visible in 
the spectrum of sunlight. Beyond the red at one side 
and beyond the violet at the other side, there are multi- 
tudes of invisible rays, which can be rendered perceptible 
by appropriate means. Each pencil of the sun’s rays 
carries with it a trinity of benediction to this earth. 
The visible rays illuminate the world and reveal the glory 
of nature; the longer invisible waves warm the earth and 
give us all our wind and waterpower; the shorter invisible 
waves, beyond the blue, cover the earth with vegetation, 
and thus feed man and beast. What is visible is not 
only the smallest part of the flux of energy streaming 
from the sun, but it is the least permanent. The invisible 
part of the solar radiation which bathed the earth in ages 
long past, lives with us today; on the one hand it warms 
and illuminates our rooms, and on the other it has helped 
to mould the surface of the earth; compared with these 
invisible rays, which science has revealed, the sunlight of 
the past was only a beautiful and transitory episode. 


Proceedings of the English Society for Psychical Research, vol. XXIX, 
P. 247. 
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So too in our human personality the smaller, and perhaps 
the least permanent part, is that self of which we are 
now conscious. 

Our bodily subconscious life is of course recognized by 
all; it controls the circulation, and respiration, the nutri- 
tion and reparation. None of these functions could we 
perform by voluntary action. 

The subliminal mental life has, however, capacities 
which not only outstrip our conscious intelligence, but 
appear to transcend the limitations of our senses and our 
organism. It is difficult otherwise to explain the super- 


normal perceptive power, or clairvoyance, indubitably 
possessed by certain persons; of which the lucidity of 
sensitives in deep hypnosis, and that of the so called 
“‘dowser”’ (or subterranean water and ore-finder) in the 


normal state, afford undeniable illustrations. Doubtless 


the majority of my readers will dispute or deny the ex- 
istence of clairvoyance or telesthesia, as Frederic Myers 
termed this faculty,? to such I would commend the care- 


fully sifted and critically discussed evidence given in the 


Proceedings of the English $. P. R., including my mono- 


graph on the “‘Dowsing-rod,’ summarized in my little 
book on Psychical Research, in the Home University 
Library. Official science, it is true, does not admit the 


existence of this, or any other, supernormal faculty, nor 


does it acknowledge a subliminal self or its transcendental 


powers; but a growing and influential number of psycholo- 
gists are returning to a belief in the existence of a soul 
in man. The soul is no longer “‘out of fashion” in many 


high quarters of the scientific world. 


Now there is undeniable evidence that sometimes, 
shortly before and after death, the human spirit can 
escape from the barriers of the brain and make its pres- 


ence known to friends at a distance. Rarely is the con- 
scious self aware of this excursive action of the soul, nor 


1 The words telopsis and telekinesis have been proposed, with much accept- 
ance, as substitutes for the meaningless clairvoyant and clairaudient. Ed. 





Deeper Issues of Psychical Research 419 


is it due to any conscious volition, except in so far as the 
desire may stimulate the subliminal activities. The 
cautiously worded conclusion arrived at by Professor and 
Mrs. Henry Sidgwich, after their critical and prolonged 
examination of this subject states as a “proved fact,” 
that chance coincidence cannot account for the connection 
between deaths and veridical apparitions of the dying. 
Nor is this freedom of the mind from the body con- 
fined to the time of death; as already mentioned, this 
fact is indicated if telepathy be a purely psychical process. 
Several persons, some of them well known to me, have 


desired to appear to a friend at a remote distance, — 
who was unaware the experiment was about to be made — 
and have so appeared. The carefully conducted experi- 
ments which establish this fact have never been impugned, 


so far as I know.’ The intention to appear to a distant 


friend B, was made by A before sleep, but the phantom 


usually appeared only after A had gone to sleep. Sub- 
conscious telepathy from A in some way impressed B and 


caused him to project into space a life-like image of A. 


If we admit telepathy this fact is not much less wonderful 


than ordinary vision, for all the objects we see are only 
appearances, or phantasms, projected into space by our 
mind, and due to a certain tract of brain-cells being 


stimulated by a series of minute impressions transmitted 


by the optic nerve from the retina. In this case neurosis 


gives rise to psychosis: in a telepathic phantasm, psychosis 
in A directly creates psychosis in B. 
The following remarkable case illustrates what I have 


been saying, and resembles similar spiritualistic phenom- 


ena, but here the psychical invasion was from a living 
person. Although the circumstances took place some 
years ago, the evidential value of this case is very great: 


for the letters which narrate the facts were written at 
the time, and are in my possession, with the envelopes 


1 Full details are given in we ag A Human Personality, vol. I, p. 292 et seq.» 
see also in my recent book On the Threshold of the Unseen, p. 153. 
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and post-marks attesting the dates. I am permitted to 
give the names of the writers, to whom my thanks are 


due; I am indebted to my niece, Miss Cowdell Barret of 


Weymouth, who put me in communication with her 
friends Mr. and Mrs. Arundel Mackenzie-Ashton of Dene 
Court, Taunton, England. 

The facts are briefly as follows: Mr. Mackenzie-Ashton 


when a young man, in Sept. 1882, went to stay at a 
vicarage in Nottinghamshire. After his visit he went to 
his parents’ home in Hertfordshire, 130 miles away. Soon 
after he left the vicarage, Mr. (now Colonel) Nicholson 


and Mrs. Nicholson with both of whom he was un- 


acquainted, went to stay at the Vicarage, and a few days 
later Mr. Mackenzie-Ashton received from Mr. Nichol- 
son, the following letter, which explains itself: — 


Sept. 14, 1882. 


I have been staying at W——Vicarage lately and last even- 
ing (Wednesday) we amused ourselves with “table-turning.” 
The table, when asked by whose spirit it was possessed, an- 
swered, “Arundel Mackenzie;” to the further question, ‘“‘Where 
is he?” it replied, “His soul is here.” To the question, “How 
is his body occupied?” it returned a perfectly definite answer. 

Would you mind informing me how you were occupied last 
night from 10.30 to 11.30 p. m., in whose company you were, 
and what you were doing out of doors in the day time? Pray 
excuse a perfect stranger asking you these impertinent questions, 


but I am anxious to be satisfied whether these “ manifestations’ 
were true or false. 

Mr. Mackenzie-Ashton, who had recently added the 
name “Ashton” to Arundel Mackenzie, replied, giving 
the particulars asked for, and Mr. Nicholson then writes, 
“will you assure me on your word of honor you had heard 


nothing whatever from any person at the Vicarage that 
evening?” This assurance was given, and then follows 
this letter fiom Mr. Nicholson: — 


When I asked your assurance I felt it was scarcely necessary, 
but the experience was so extraordinary that it seemed more 
satisfactory to have it. 
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We [naming the persons present at the Vicarage] had our 
hands on the table which began immediately to move; on 


being asked to tilt if a spirit was present it did so. Asked 


“whose spirit” it replied, [tilting at the right letter when the 


alphabet was repeated and gave the answers named in the 
previous letter]; asked “‘what is his body doing?” at first no 
reply was given; after waiting we asked the same question 


again, the reply was given, “playing billiards;” the time was 
then 11.15 p.m. Asked “who is with him?” the answer was 


“father.” Asked “who is winning?” Answer, “Son.” Asked 
“how many games have been played?” Answer, “Two.” 
Asked ‘‘what has he [A. Mackenzie] been doing during the 
day?” Answer, “shooting.” At this there was a general 


exclamation, “Impossible!” for it was not believed you had 


any shooting, and H. asked “pheasants or partridges?” laugh- 
ing; but we could get no more. H. by request then left the 
table; we asked the [soi-disent] spirit, why it had not replied; 
it answered, “flippant.” We could get no more. This is a 
literal exact statement of what took place.... A peculiar 


tremor ran through the table till the right letter was reached, 


then the tilting was decided and distinct. The lights in the 
room were not lowered: the experience has thoroughly astonished 
me. 


Highly improbable as it seemed to the sitters at the 


table, all the above particulars were perfectly correct. 
W. A. Mackenzie-Ashton writes: 


I had been shooting during the day (Wednesday), and in 
the evening I had two games of billiards with my father; I won 


both of them, and after that I lay down on a couch in the billiard 
room and fell asleep. Then I had a dream that I was back in 
W—— Vicarage. 

Of the trustworthiness of my informants, and the 
accuracy of the narrative, there can be no doubt what- 
ever; nor can the facts be explained away by chance co- 
incidence, or surreptitious knowledge on the part of 
the sitters at the vicarage, who did not know that Mr. 
Mackenzie-Ashton was at the time visting his parents 
130 miles away. Here then we have evidence of what 
appears to be either telepathy from the subliminal per- 
sonality of a sleeping person, or more probably of telergy, 
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the direct influence of an extraneous mind on the brain 
and organism of the distant sitters. 


Nor is this case unique; somewhat similar instances are 
known to students of psychical research, and one has 
recently occurred in London where the “sitters” were 
personal friends of mine. These well attested facts of 
an incarnate mind acting independently of the body, add 
to the probability that the mind survives the dissolution 
of the body, and in like manner can (for a time at any 
rate) give proof of its survival. 

Sufficient proof of identity is sometimes given which 
cannot be attributed to any filching of ideas, or tele- 
pathic impressions, from those present. Some instances 
of unequivocal proof of identity are given in my recent 
book On the Threshold of the Unseen. 

Space will only allow me to refer to one such case. 
Here a message came through two esteemed personal 
friends of mine in Dublin, which purported to be from a 
cousin of one of my friends, an officer who had lost his 
life in the war. To prove his identity he asked that his 
personal effects, including a pearl tie pin that he men- 
tioned, should be given to a lady in London, whom he 
stated he had been going to marry, giving her full Christian 
name and surname,— which was an uncommon one. 
Neither the sitters, nor any of the officer’s own family in 
Ireland or elsewhere, knew he was going to marry; they 
had never heard this lady’s name, nor that the officer 
possessed a pearl tie pin. Later on, when the War office 
sent over the deceased officer’s effects, it was discovered 
that he had put down this lady’s name in the will he had 
scribbled, as his next of kin; he gave her address in Lon- 
don, and both christian and surname were precisely the 
same as that given in the message which came through 
my friends some months previously; moreover a pearl 
tie pin was found among his effects. As the message was 
written down at the time it was given through my friends, 
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and a copy sent to me, it seems impossible to find any 
other solution than a telepathic communication from the 
officer after his decease. 

The popular belief that death suddenly transforms us 
into a state of sublime holiness or hopeless misery, and 
therein our future life is eternally and irrevocably fixed, 
is one that finds no support from eminent and devout 
Biblical scholars like the Dean of Wells (Dr. Armitage 
Robinson), and others. The Dean tells us he cannot 
find it in the Bible, and that all analogy is against it. 
Long ago Swedenborg, with his illuminated vision, wrote 
that “man after death is in all sense, memory and affec- 
tion, the same as that which he was in this world, and 
leaves nothing except his earthly body.” The law of 
continuity, which runs throughout the visible universe, 
suggests that death will not be an abrupt dislocation of 
our thoughts; but it may disclose latent faculties we pos- 
sess, by removing the obstacles to their exercise imposed 
by the limitations of our present existence. 

The serious scientific study of psychical phenomena 
has already vastly widened our knowledge; moreover 
“these things,” as the learned Rev. J. Glanvil, F. R. S., 
said long ago, ‘relate to our biggest interests; they secure 
some of the outworks of religion, and regain a parcel of 
ground which bold infidelity hath invaded.” 3 

There is also evidence in different branches of psychical 
research of a curious transmission of psychic power, or 
effluence,— such as the older mesmerists asserted to 
exist, — from its possessor to a hitherto passive and inert 
person. I have given instances of this in my monograph 
on the so-called ‘“‘dowsing-rod,” wherein a good dowser 
by touching an inert person transmits to him the singular 
“gift” the dowser possesses. The same thing is often 
noticed in other cases of “motor-automatism,” and in 
experiments on telepathy, where holding the hand of the 
would-be percipient sometimes facilitates the transfer 


1 Preface to Saducismus Triumphatus. 2nd edition, 1682. 
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Of an idea or scene silently thought of by the other 
person. 

It is needless to refer to the numerous instances given 
in the Gospels of the healing power of our Lord’s touch, 
or the instance where Jesus was conscious of some power 
going from Him when touched by the suppliant. These 
and other questions, however, need fuller discussion and 
illustration than can be given at the end of a lengthy 
paper. 

In conclusion I wish to emphasize the fact that the 
paramount importance of Psychical Research lies in its 
demonstration of the fact that the physical plane is not 
the whole of Nature, nor our outer conscious self the 
whole of our human personality. It reveals that within 
us all are high capacious powers, now subject to the tem- 
porary limitations imposed by our bodies; that our mind 
can act independently of the material brain, and there- 
fore in all probability can survive it; that there is a 
spiritual world wherein active life and intelligence exist; 
and it affords slowly accumulating scientific proof that 
our life here is not a paltry misery closed in the grave, 
but the introduction to a larger life and an infinite hope. 
Immersed in sense and outward things, the soul in many 
has lost its wings, but the phenomena we have been con- 
sidering irradiate ““The great world’s altar-stairs that 
slope through darkness up to God.” 

Sirk Wituiam Barrett. 





A NEW VIEW OF IMPERATOR & CO. 


HE reader interested in Psychical Research may 
recall some ostensible communications from the 
Imperator group beginning on p. 416 of our No. 20. 
Sometime in February I went to see Mrs. Vernon. 
Here is part of what happened. 


M =medium, S =sitter. 

M: (after period of abstraction) “Infra Dig.” Now 
what can that mean? you know I always begin far off 
and don’t know what’s coming. It was so with Shylock 
in the Butler case. 

S: Yes I realize it very well: it doesn’t look like the 
purposeful working of your own mind. 

M: It certainly is not. Now let’s see what will come 
next. [Pause.] Return — returning something. Some- 
body is turning over the leaves of a book, with a stick or 
paper cutter, and pointing to passages. Looks like a 
man suggesting inconsecutive passages— at variance 
with the truth of the thing. To be expunged — is there 
a word expunged? 

S: Certainly. Probably not made from ex sponged! 

M: Expurgated will do. 

S: I can’t guess the etymology of that. 

M: Here comes the name James. James no longer 
doubts — no longer doubts Imperator, it sounds like, 
but reveres him as a developed — sounds like dictator — 
who at will — ushers in — the various characters — who 
wish to communicate — or may be sent for. I take it 
to mean that he can get the people he wants to come. 
I think it takes a very well developed medium over there 
to get these highly developed souls. Black [note illegible] 
couldn’t just out of hand like that. 

I told Mrs. Vernon that it seemed justifiable to suppose 
that Imperator, or possibly James, wanted to indicate 
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that the “inconsecutive” passages speaking lightly of 
Imperator & Co. in my Cosmic Relations (the second 
edition of which I had just begun to prepare) were “infra 
dig,” were “‘at variance with the truth” and should be 
“expunged” or “expurgated” — that James, to whom, 
as I had reiterated the day before, Imperator & Co. were 
a stumbling block, “‘no longer doubted, but revered 
Imperator,” etc., etc. 

It is certainly very suggestive that this impression 
should have come to Mrs. Vernon just as I was preparing 
a second edition of that book. 

Mrs. Vernon answered to the effect that Imperator’s 
showing up (as I have above indicated) through her and, 
she believed, “all of us,” (i. e. Mrs. Piper, Mrs. Cameron 
and the other sensitives) really had the force of cross- 
correspondences, and convinced her that he had charge 
of communications — that he and his companions were 
the mediums over there. I reminded her that Rector 
generally professed to communicate for those who could 
not communicate themselves, and that the Hodgson con- 
trol and, I seemed to remember, some others had said that, 
with rare exceptions, Rector did all the communicating. 

She then told me what she had not happened to men- 
tion before, that she had been impressed by a relative of 
another sitter: “‘They hang out the shingle ‘Impera- 
tors.’” I remarked that that was rather inconsistent 
with the priggish dignity for which they seemed such 
sticklers, and then gave her the substance of the following: 

It would, of course, be absurd to believe that all the 
inconsistent and ridiculous stuff, however spontaneous 
and sincere, purporting to come from a higher plane of 
being, really does so come. The question is when to draw 
the line, and the temptation is the old one of accepting 
things we like, and rejecting those we don’t like. 

My mind has lately approached a settlement by pro- 
visional acceptance of some things I don’t like. Among 
them has been the presence of disagreeable people in 
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the next plane. Of course the most skeptical are, in spite 
of themselves, somewhat influenced by the traditional 
faiths, and long after I rejected the notion of Hell, I kept 
the notion that Heaven, if there is one, must be an abode 
of perfection; and this was strengthened by a state- 
ment of some control, I think G. P., or perhaps Phinuit, 
that in their plane, the bodily ills we know here do not 
exist. The same notion was farther confirmed in a dream, 
in which a friend who had passed on seemed to intend, 
for strong reasons, to impress me with that belief. Hence 
what scheme I had when I wrote that book, excluded 
both Hell and an imperfect Heaven, and with them all 
idea of defective people on the next plane. 

But with the help of “Mrs. Vernon’s” large stock of 
common sense, and of much alleged testimony from the 
controls to the effect that things over there are pretty 
much as they are here, only more so on the good side, I 
have got rid of what I had of the old notion that people 
going from here jump over there into perfection — robes, 
harps, halos and all, and I have come to think it vastly 
more probable that they carry with them an appreciable 
share of their defects and foibles. This admits the Im- 
perator group, despite their being a set of cranks deeply 
impregnated with the foibles of sacerdotalism, whose 
society James would rather avoid, with which preference 
of his, as with so many others, I am in hearty accord. 

But my revised and improved impressions do not 
dispose of Imperator’s professing at one time to have 
been Marcus Aurelius; and at another, St. Paul, and at 
still another Augustus Cesar. These claims were James’s 
chief objection to the spiritistic hypothesis. But even 
in regard to all that, I now make a mitigating guess or 
two. With the enlarged telepathy that seems likely on 
the next plane, not to include the widened sympathies; 
and with the readiness of sensitives, even here, to ap- 
parently temporarily absorb other intelligences into 
themselves, and manifest them to us, it does not seem an 
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inexcusable guess that Imperator, — apparently showing 
himself, as he does, a great sensitive, even if a great prig — 
may often get “possessed”” by other personalities, and 
announce himself as each of them, just as “ Mr. Truman” 
announces himself as Colonel Lee and Black Hawk, or 
as the sensitives generally more or less represent other 
characters, even if no farther than manifesting their pain, 
shortness of breath, and other sensations. These con- 
siderations tend to dispose of my first impression that 
Imperator and his gioup were figments of Stainton Moses’ 
imagination, developed by Mrs. Piper’s, and farther by 
Mrs. Vernon’s and Mrs. Cameron’s, and probably those 
of others, and the same considerations admit the pos- 
sibility of the group being real personalities. If this im- 
pression should be confirmed, a great obstacle would be 
put out of the way of the spiritistic hypothesis. Of 
course the impression is given here but tentatively. 

That James should now “revere” Imperator, as a 
“developed dictator” is a form of expression not in con- 
sonance with my intimate knowledge of James in this life. 
It is in entire consonance, however, with Imperator’s 
constant bragging about himself; and no more inconsistent 
with his being on the whole a passably decent chap, than 
is the habit of the sacerdotals on this side of the veil calling 
themselves ‘‘Reverend,”’ inconsistent with many of them 
being entitled, on the whole, to high respect. 

The whole business, however — “expunging” any- 


thing about Imperator and his friends that I had printed, 
even if I accepted it as a mandate from the other world, 
I should accept only as a mandate from an authority 
with a priggishness and self-conceit that I would not 
tolerate in anybody here — or there. 


It helps, however, to depict the very rational heaven, 
with defects enough to keep us at work, which seems 
slowly and spasmodically emerging from the mists of 
Psychical Research. 

Tue Eprror. 





CORRESPONDENCE 


The Réallier Case 
Hamilton College, Cuuvron, N. Y., Dec. 30, 1918. 
Tue Eprror oF THE UNpoputar REviEw, 

Being one of the many who find the “Unpop.” exceed- 
ingly stimulating to the intelligence, and reading it re- 
ligiously for that purpose, I hope that you will pardon me if I 
address you on the subject of one of the articles where you 
may think I have been stimulated in the wrong direction. I 
allude to “A Strange Experience with Mrs. Vernon,” published 
in the latest number. As a preliminary, I should like to say 
that I strive to keep an entirely open mind in regard to the 
possibility of such “long distance” communications, spirit or 
otherwise, and that it seems to me that we have as yet too 
little real knowledge to be dogmatic, either way. It rarely 
happens, however, that an outsider whether sitter, friend or 
medium, can apply a test in such communications. Now I 
think that in the “Strange Experience” the outsider can use 
one test, that of language. 

. . . Is the language used in the document, in respect to 
forms, meanings and syntax, the same as that of its supposed 
author? The problem resembles that of the much discussed 
“cinquiéme livre” of Rabelais. 

Now I shall not take into consideration minor errors in spell- 
ing, use of accents, participle for infinitive, such as occur in 
the communication. All may be due to the transcriber. But 
I do claim that there are to be found words used with meanings 
which are impossible in French, and which would never occur 


to a mind that thought naturally and originally in French, 
and constructions which are not true to French idiom, but 
which do represent an English mind speaking in French words. 
For example: “‘testez” (page 180), with the meaning “test.” 
Now the French verb tester can only mean “make a will.” 
The “Dictionnaire général” gives as the only meaning; “Dis- 
poser par acte de tout ou partie de ses biens, pour le temps ot 
on ne sera plus.” That a person whose native tongue is 


French could use “tester” as it is used in the passage indicated 
seems to me utterly improbable. On the contrary, it is just 


like the pseudo-French words that we whose native tongue is 
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English are constantly forging when we can’t remember the true 
French expression (here probably “faire l’€preuve”) and clutch 
wildly at the nearest sound analogy to suggest our thought. | 
Again (page 199) “Cherchez au fond des Générales pour la__| 
clef de la mystére.” Here we have at least three mistakes | 
which I claim no Frenchman would make, but of a kind 


which benighted foreigners in France are always making: 
namely, “‘chercher pour” for “chercher” with direct object, 
“Générales” (which can only mean “the generals’ wives”) 


for généraux, and “de la mystére” for “du mystére.” I don’t 


claim that either a chauffeur or a priest would speak faultless 


French, but I do assert that “générales” and “de la mystére” 
are not the kind of mistakes which a Frenchman would make, 
and that they cannot be ascribed to the transcriber either, 


but must be what Mrs, Vernon said. 


Other expressions which seem to me unnatural or foreign 
in the mouth of a present day Frenchman are the following: 
““mon occupation au temps jadis,” p. 181, “‘ bouleversé et agité 
que je sois,” p. 186, “‘perpetuez mon nom 4 votre souvenir,” 


p. 187, “recueillir les implements,” p. 189, “je ne puis pas 


vous approcher,” p. 192, “plusieurs d’autres, p. 196 (this last 


an impossible construction), “Scranton vous addresse,”’ p. 197. 
All these are (me judice) words or expressions which an English 
mind, with some knowledge of French gained partly from 


books would use, but which a mind which uses French naturally 


would not think of employing. I should be glad to have you 


submit these sentences to some Frenchman of your acquaint- 
ance and get his judgment as to whether they are natural 
French or not. 

My own conclusion is that the mind which spoke by or 


through Mrs, Vernon in these communications was an English 


mind speaking French. Whose mind it was I cannot guess, 
as according to Dr. X’s statement, Mrs. Vernon herself is 


quite incapable of it. : E 
This brief invasion of a philologist into territory sacred to 


another science will not, I trust, be entirely unwelcome, | 
promise not to trespass again. 





Wituram P. SHEparp. 


We shall be glad if he does “‘trespass again.” 
It should be borne in mind not only that the alleged com- 


munication comes through a mind to which English is the 


native language, but what may be of more importance still, is 
reported by a similar mind without the aid of stenography. Of 
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course it is next to impossible that under such circumstances 
the report should not have some English coloring. 


On the other hand, we have submitted the report to a very 


scholarly Frenchman who pronounces the language that of a 
Frenchman who has lived with English-speaking people. 


American Society for Psychical Research, 


44 East 23rd Street, New York, 
March 3, 1919. 
To THE EpITroR OF THE UNPOPULAR REVIEW: 


I have been asked how the discrepancy between alleged com- 


munications from the chauffeur Réallier, in No. 21 of the Un- 


POPULAR Review, and the fact that he proves to be living can 
be explained from the standpoint of the spiritistic hypothesis. 
In the first place, I do not see the special necessity of ac- 


counting for it, any more than for incoherencies and seemingly 


untrue statements issuing from the telephone. These may 


result from atmospheric conditions, crossed wires, a defective 
instrument, the weak voice of the speaker, or the fact that he 
has a cold. Similarly, believers in spirit communication think 
that they have detected several causes of incoherence and error 


in transmission, the particular one of which, operating in a 


given case, it is not always necessary, nor possible, to assign. 
In the early period of telephonic communication, perhaps 


corresponding to the present stage of psychical research, 
the wonder was not about the errors and confusions, but 


about the recognizable messages which actually got through. 


The thing to be explained was how one could hear the voice 


of a man whom he knew to be twenty miles away, positively 
identified by his statements; and all the errors and confusions 
of imperfect transmission could not diminish the signifi- 


cance of that phenomenon. Likewise, it is the “psychic” 


communications rich in facts and accurate characteristics not 


known to the medium, which cry aloud for explanation, not 


those which are incoherent, nonsensical or untrue. 
The messages directed to the sitter Dr. X, together with 
factors unverifiable or not yet verified, did contain a noteworthy 


amount of facts not known, we are informed, to the psychic, 


Mrs. Vernon. I do not know why facts about Réallier were 


given as though they emanated from him on the “other side.” 
Perhaps, were he on the spot, something could be learned which 
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would cast light upon the problem. If there was such a “French 
priest” as is mentioned on page 201, to whom Réallier talked, 
and who is now dead, he may have had more to do with the 
communications than appears. Has the father of the chauffeur, 
Réallier pére, died since his son worked for Dr. X., and was 
he informed of his son’s affairs? He might be the Réallier who is 
talking, though not the one talked about. And Dr. X’s nephew, 
“Scranton,” concerning whom evidential matter came through, 
it appears did in his lifetime come into brief contact with the 
chauffeur, unknown to Dr. X until after the sittings. One of 
these may have come into post-mortem contact with the living 
Réallier, and the ‘‘telepathy,” to call it that, may be really 
from the dead after all. 

We cannot at present be certain that telepathy is the direct 
passage of thought from the living to the living, even when it 
looks most like this. A psychic who was strange to me hap- 
pened to be talking in the room where I was busy at my desk. 
Suddenly she addressed me, and spoke of an escape from 
drowning with which I had been connected, and pronounced 
the letter G, and then W and F, saying that she had been told 
by a spirit at my side. In fact, the one narrow escape of my 
life was from drowning, when a mere boy, and the initials of 
the one person with me were W. F. G. But soon the psychic 
turned to me again and uttered a remark which seemed to 
show occult knowledge of a letter which I had just been reading, 
and followed by uttering the name “Lawrence,” which was 
the name signed to the letter read next before that. Perhaps 
this whole incident was an excellent illustration of telepathy. 
But if it should chance that a spirit was present, and imparted 
the almost forgotten facts relating to the escape from drowning, 
how do I know that he did not say to himself, “I will try another 
means of impressing this stupid fellow; I will show him that I 
know what he has been reading?” 

I would not think of offering the incident as proof of spirit 
communication any more that of the direct passage of thoughts 
between the living. But people are too apt to consider the 
latter demonstrated beyond challenge, when, if it were true 
that either the spiritistic or the telepathic hypothesis must 
eventually swallow the other, it looks to me from the present 
state of evidence that the former would perform the feat. 

But let us grant that direct transmissions of thoughts be- 
tween the living are possible. Then among the best experi- 
mental demonstrations would be counted those experiments 
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with selected “percipients” amply published by the English 
Society for Psychical Research in its earlier years. But in these 
the “percipient” was simply successful in naming what was 
thought of by the “agent,” or unsuccessful, or only partly 
successful. He did not, like the psychic, get his successful 
results in the form of conversation, with the appearance of 
obstacles overcome only by calculated devices, nor was he ever 
shaken by emotions, nor did he report spirit forms and voices. 
A whole chapter of disparities could be compiled. 

An instance, in the case of Mrs. Vernon, is given on pages 
188-189 of your No. 21. The unfamiliar name of the chauffeur 
was spelled out mainly by the initial letters of words presumably 
within her vocabulary, which process the Editor aptly compared 
to “‘the device of indicating an indistinct letter over the tele- 
phone by giving a word of which it is the initial, e. g., “B in 
Boston.’” Not only do I know no parallel for this in the ex- 
periments specifically for telepathy, but it appears puzzling 
to account for by telepathy. Mrs. Vernon was as much mysti- 
fied by the isolated words which came one by one as was Dr. X, 
until the series was nearly concluded. Dr. X was certainly 
not trying to send those words, after the fashion of an “agent.” 
Yet somebody or something knew what name was to be spelled 
out, before the process began. 

WALTER FRANKLIN PRINCE. 


A Morgue for Dead Manuscripts 


What do you think of this, as a circular addressed to 
authors? The sixth paragraph must go to many a poor 
disappointed soul on wings of healing: somebody cares! 


Sutro Branch California State Library, 
San Francisco, Calif., January 4, 1919. 
(an author) 


Dear Sir: The Sutro Branch of the California State Library 
offers to act as custodian of two copies of each article or book 
written by an author, one copy in the form in which it went to 
the editor or publisher and the other the final form in which it 
appeared in print. 

Such a file would be an invaluable historical record. It would 
help preserve for all time source material along two different 
lines: the work of editors and publishers during a particular 
period of history and the true picture of each writer. 
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It is a matter of great regret that we have in many, many 
cases no way to distinguish between the writer’s own work and 
that of the reviser, printer and proof reader. A writer’s copy 
is often cut and revised so greatly when it comes back to him 
in the form of galley proof that it entirely misrepresents him. 
*‘Misrepresents” may or may not be an improvement in the 
minds of the reading public. The fact is that what the public 
reads is not what was written by the author. 

However, in cases where no changes were made in a manu- 
script when printed, the printed copy would be sufficient for 
preservation. ; 

Will you help in this undertaking? For the past will you send 
two copies each (one in the printed form and one in the manu- 
script form if different) of as many of your writings as possible. 
And in the future will you arrange to do the same for everything 
you write? 

And of your manuscripts for which you have as yet not found 
a printer or publisher, will you file one copy now for preserva- 
tion? Unpublished manuscripts are cared for as confidential 
deposits, if that is what you prefer. We already have several 
filed with this agreement. By placing them in our custody, your 
work is preserved until such time as conditions will make it 
possible to get it into print. 

Receipts on three by five inch slips will be sent to you for each 
item deposited and we suggest that everything whether in 
printed or manuscript form be sent as a deposit and to remain 
your property. 

We hope to hear that you will codperate by sending a com- 
plete file of your writings and thus assure the success of the 
Authors’ Depository. 

Laura STEFFENS SuUGGETT, Branch Librarian. 


But the idea of Laura living with all those manuscripts 
gives us the creeps. Suppose that late some dark winter’s 
afternoon they begin to read themselves aloud! 





EN CASSEROLE 


Partisanship 


Tue following conversation, or something like it, lately 
took place at a club considered by some people — per- 
haps by more who don’t belong to it than who do — the 
most intellectual club in America. 

A. What do you think about the League of Nations? 

B. That it ought to be put through. 

A. Why, I thought you were a Republican. 

B. Not if being a Republican means lugging party 
politics into a question like this. 

A. What do you consider a Republican, anyway? 

B. Primarily, of course, the opponent of whatever 
may be proposed by a democrat, historically a loose con- 
structionist and protectionist; actually, a man with prop- 
erty enough to protect him from the temptation of schemes 
to get hold of other peoples’ property — except, of course, 
the protectionist scheme. Moreover, having some prop- 
erty, he has some tendency to conserve property and to 
limit taxation. 

A. And what’s a democrat? 

B. Well, as Greeley indicated, not necessarily a horse- 
thief, but inevitably the party associate of all the horse- 
thieves there are. The party is the Adullam of those 
who amount to nothing, and consequently have nothing. 
So of course they are the party of discontent. Having 
no property of their own, they are attracted by all the 
camouflaged schemes to get that of other people. And of 
course they like to spend it: so when they are in power, 
taxation runs riot. They appropriate money for other 
people to pay. It’s God’s mercy that their present con- 
trol of the national purse is at an end. 

A. Well, aren’t they, after all, the party of progress? 

B. Yes, but generally as a runaway horse is. 
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A. Is the Peace League scheme a runaway scheme? 

B. No, nor is it a party scheme — any more than the 
War was a party scheme — except as the Republicans 
make it so. 

A. Didn’t the Democrats carry through the war? 

B. No. The patriotism of the country carried it 
through. It was not a party war, as the civil war was; 
it was carried through mainly by the dollar-a-year men, 
and as they were men of brains, they were men of prop- 
erty, and so, by definition they were Republicans, as I 
believe most of them were in fact. 

A. Sure of that? 

B. I haven’t any statistics, but whether most were or 
not, certainly enough were to make it absuid to say that 
the Democrats won the war. Moreover, the trained 
brains of the army had something to do with it, and 
they’re not in politics. 

A. You seem to ignore the soldiers. 

B. Year in and year out they’ll average even in the 
two parties. Of course it takes all hands to win a war, 
but I’m pretty strongly of the opinion that Foch won 
this one. I suspect I follow pretty closely after Carlyle. 
He was in fashion while I was young, and incidentally 
saved my soul, as he did those of lots of my pals. He 
overflows with sympathy for the many, but all the same 
he holds that everything worth doing is done by the few. 
I’m off. Good-night! 

A. Good-night. Are you a Republican or a Democrat? 

B. Both. I’m in for private property and the rule of 
brains, but I hate protectionism and other economic 
crazes as the devil hates holy water — almost as much 
as I hate partisanship. 


An Absurd Piece of Waste 


How much time, tissue, money and material do you 
suppose has been wasted during the past few months in 
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spelling League with the utterly superfluous ue? We 
have done considerable figuring on such problems, and 
do not hesitate to put the time and material at thousands 
of dollars. How much do you suppose has been saved by 
leaving the same we off from catalog? 

Suppose that the brethren (and sistren) strong in the 
faith, in their correspondence and “‘copy”’ at least, leave 
it off from League? 


Anarchism — and a Suggested Remedy 


THE attack on Premier Clemenceau is but one of many 
signs that the world is about to be invaded by another 
wave of anarchism similar to that which rushed over it 
in the nineties. 

There are few more instructive pages anywhere than 
those in the last Encyclopedia Britannica on Anarchism. 
The edition of 1878 has no article on the subject, which is 
significant of the increased attention demanded by it 
since that date. The article in the present edition paints 
an iridescent dream of a time when mankind will be 
superior to the need of law, and gives citations and a 
bibliography showing that there have been many dreamers 
of such dreams. It was no surprise to find that the paper 
is by Kropotkin. 

What the article implies is even more important than 
what it tells: for under Kropotkin’s paper the editor 
gives a list of the murders — wholesale and individual — 
which have resulted from such doctrines as those ex- 
pounded by that amiable man. He frankly calls the 
anarchists the left wing of the socialists. His holding 
up as an ideal the disappearance of law, leads men to 
attempt the immediate sweeping away of it and those 
who administer it. 

The logical connection between the dreams of the 
philosophical anarchists, and the acts of those who at- 
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tempt to realize those dreams by “the deed” is not 
very close, but very little of the trouble in the world 
is made by sound logicians. Yet all the same, most 
of it is made by logicians—by weak ones who, by 
processes that they mistake for reasoning, satisfy them- 
selves that wrong is right. 

This reasoning is by no means confined to the an- 
archists of the deed. Many men of very great capacity 
in some directions are idiots in others. Ruskin and Tolstoy 
frequently contradicted themselves in the same para- 
graph, and even the same sentence; and among ordinary 
men, nearly all crimes are committed by those who have 
convinced themselves that they were right — the an- 
archists generally have so much confidence in the justice 
of their doctrines that they face death for them. 

And yet the motives of the lower order of anarchists 
are generally far from selfless. Virtually none of them 
having intelligence or character enough to make a com- 
fortable living, they have suffered from poverty; they 
have felt the deep sympathy which the poor usually feel 
for each other; they have not realized that poverty is the 
natural condition of the human race—that the race 
began vastly poorer than the poorest in the civilized 
communities are now; they have seen the hands of the 
poor producing most of the wealth, and have not realized 
that behind those hands are the invention and organiza- 
tion from the people of brains; they have attributed the 
general natural poverty to the more advanced robbing 
the less advanced; they have consequently believed that 
the poor, in taking the property of the rich, would be but 
taking their own; they have realized that it is “‘the law”’ 
which prevents the poor from doing it; and finally they 
have been ready to risk everything to abolish the law 


and its administrators who are working what to the 
anarchist seems this all-embracing injustice. 
These fallacies have been ably expounded by many men 


who shrink from their conclusion, as well as by many who 
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do not; but each fails at some link or other in the chain. 
The fundamental difficulty is in the failure to realize 
that, generally speaking, the poor are simply those who 
have remained in or near man’s primitive “natural” 
condition — that they have not been “oppressed” into 
it from a higher condition; and that those in the higher 
condition are the few who have raised themselves, or 
been raised by others, from the natural condition. 

The next difficulty is in the failure to realize that the 
hands of the producers, when left to themselves among 
the complexities of modern industry, would accomplish 
little or nothing — that their effective work is done on the 
inventions and under the direction of the more capable. 
In the simple life of the savage, each could support 
himself. But with complexities grow the need of seeing 
through them, and but few can do that. And those are 
the few that have guided the others and got ahead them- 
selves. 


It is surprising how little the world has been able to 
protect itself from anarchism. After Garfield’s assassina- 
tion it was suggested in the Forum; and after Mc- 
Kinley’s, in the Review of Reviews, that as reason is 
powerless againt the irrational anarchistic mind, the 
argumentum in hominem should be tried — that crimes 
should not be waited for, but that any one professing 
a desire to do away with all law should be taken at 
his word, and the protection of the law publicly with- 


drawn from his person and his property, if he has any, 
the State of course retaining against him its right of 
self defence, and of reimbursement, perhaps through a 
reduced tax, for what facilities it provides that he cannot 


help using— such as streets, lights, water and some 


others. 
While such a law might be of little avail against the 
confirmed anarchists, it might avail much against the 


philosophical and parlor varieties, both of whom, though 
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they, unconsciously perhaps, do much to form the anar- 
chist of the deed, are yet apt to have some thinking 
capacity. And such a law might have still wider useful- 
ness with young anarchists-in-the-making, thus serving as 


the preventive which is not only worth much more than 


cure, but is effective in many cases where cure would be 
impossible. 

At worst the experiment would cost nothing, and seems 
well worth trying. 


Lion Hunting in Bohemia 

TasTEs are queer. For instance, there are certain 
people going about the world who hanker after the soci- 
ety of authors. Frequently these people are budding 


authors themselves, and, one would think, should know 
better. But self-knowledge is a rare thing, and although 
such persons might by looking into their own breasts 
come to a sufficient acquaintance with the species, that 


won't do. No, they must go out and get introduced to 


a perfect stranger, and give him cigars, and laugh at his 
feeble jokes, and offer him admiration, merely because 
he has written a book. . . Consider the sad story of 


Smith. 


Smith, who having “written things” had come to New 


York to try his luck, took up his abode somewhere in the 
purlieus of Washington Square. He lived there not for 
any esoteric reason of art or temperament, but simply 


because he was very poor, and felt he could starve there 


more comfortably than anywhere else. And when he 


had lived there for two months and sixteen days, the 
wild desire came upon him to meet in the flesh a real, 
live, authentic author. The author he picked upon was 


a certain young essayist whose books had won a moderate 
success; and liking the books, Smith in his simplicity 


thought he would also like the writer of them. 
The meeting came off in due course. The essayist, 
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besides his purely literary work, was an editorial writer 
on a newspaper, and it was in his office that the intro- 
duction, engineered by a friend of Smith’s, was brought 
about. Nothing momentous occurred. All Smith’s com- 


pliments stuck in his throat, his friend was more than 


usually fatuous, and the essayist himself appeared su- 

premely bored. Finally Smith and his friend departed. 
But now comes the sequel. Smith took it into his head 

that if he could only get the essayist off to himself, he 


might perhaps tease something brilliant out of him, some- 


thing worth-while, in short, something quotable; and 
then he hit on the notable plan of inviting him out to a 
meal. But Smith was, as we said, very poor; and so he 
worked and saved and stinted and scraped for a long 


time, till at last he got together what he considered an 


ample sum—$4.68, exactly that. And then he wrote to 


the great man a note of invitation to lunch. 
They went to that lunch. They went to an establish- 


ment in the neighborhood of Columbus Circle. And 


there the essayist, who did not get such invitations every 


day, and who had a really prodigious appetite, when 
Smith gave him the menu and invited him to make his 
own selections, proceeded to do things that Smith had 


not believed possible. He ordered dishes Smith had had 


no idea existed, and in a variety that took away his 


breath. And reaching out beyond the mere introductory 
cocktail, wine! But why continue? When it came 
Smith’s turn to order he said that he had had a late break- 


fast (which was not the fact) and moreover he wasn’t 


feeling very well (which was quite true), and so he thought 


he would take some consommé and a glass of water. . . 
The bill came to $4.65. Smith didn’t even have car-fare, 
and had to walk all the way home, where he arrived, 


being somewhat weak, about sundown. And the essay- 
ist’s remarks — when he had paused to make any — had 


been wholly commonplace and negligible; Smith’s observa- 
tions cannot be put down in this place. 
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All of which brings us to certain stirring questions. 
For example: Why should such a tremendous fuss be 
made over an author? What has he done? What is he, 
actually? A stringer-together of words, a phrase-monger, 
a juggler of language, a verbal manipulator... a 
maker of black marks on white paper. And for this he 
calls on mankind to worship. What nonsense! He has 
written a book. Pooh! The thing has been done before. 

It is indeed curious to consider why it is that people, 
as a rule fairly sensible and level-headed, desire to know 
authors, seek them out, run after them, and in general 
resort to all sorts of troublesome expedients to meet 
them. What is in that name, author? Will it set a 
leg? Will it take away the grief of a wound? Will the 
bearer of it regale you with a drink or otherwise raise 
your moral character? We doubt it. 

Or let us suppose that you actually do know an author. 
What then? After all your manceuverings, is the game 
worth the candle? For one thing, take the matter of 
appearance. Look at him, this scribbling friend of yours, 
this writing fellow. Surely you would not exhibit him 
in the ranks of either fashion or beauty! In the first 
place he is apt to look lean and hungry; or else he is fat 
and gross and unwieldy; or, most likely, he is merely the 
average, everyday, weather-beaten human. He has a 
weakness perhaps for long hair, or, which is worse, he is 
bald. His clothes are too old, or, if he has lately received 
a check, too garishly new. 

Take him on another side, and the result is the same. 
He is talkative to the point of garrulity, or, as if to spite 
you, his tongue, to quote the poet, “more still is than the 
limbs of fear.” Perhaps he is a vicious character and 
beats his wife; or, failing that, he loves and cherishes her, 
and so is utterly ordinary and unpicturesque. The point 
is that never by any chance is he what one might reason- 
ably expect him to be. Far from romantic-looking, he 
resolutely refuses to come up to one’s previous idea of 
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him, and his conversation is frequently as dull as his 
looks. A sorry specimen truly. And this is the creature 
you would be on intimate terms with! 

But we have slightly overshot the mark. There is one 
great compensation in knowing an author. You don’t 
have to read his books. Of course if you are silly enough 
to want to read them, you may; but no one expects you 
to read them — least of all the author. And, pray, why 
should you? You already know from hard first-hand 
experience all that the poor wretch has in his cranium, 
and why should you bother about it farther, now that he 
has it in print? It isn’t done. And if you don’t believe 
it isn’t done, if you desire proof positive that your friend, 
the author, does not expect you to pore over these maund- 
erings of his, try the opposite course on him. The next 
time you meet Jones, the novelist, or Brown, the essayist, 
or — best of all — Green, the poet, simply say that you 
have read his book, and note the effect. Why, you nearly 
startle him out of a year’s growth, it positively unnerves 
him. He is all a-tremble, there is a quaver in his voice, 
he beams upon you. Really it’s pathetic. 

However, we would not be too severe — we would not 
be understood as condemning the whole body of the 
writing craft absolutely and in toto. There are, as we 
believe somebody once observed, exceptions to every- 
thing, and the remark would seem to apply even to 
authors, but unfortunately the authors who are excep- 
tions seem hardly ever to meet anybody but each 
other — not even the authors who are not the exceptions. 
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